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Abstract 
This study started with the simple proposition that it would be useful to forecast the 
competencies that will be required for chief housing officers in the future. Housing and residence 
life is a relatively young profession and began with the rise of what is commonly understood to 
be college personnel work and now known as student affairs.  
Student affairs as a profession within higher education began to gain recognition in the 
1940s.  The identification of governing ethics, standards and competencies gained momentum 
and clarification in the succeeding year.  Housing and residence life as part of the student affairs 
enterprise was identified early in the profession’s history.  Housing and residence life’s distinct 
nature became more apparent with expansion of institutional enrollments driving the need for 
more university-controlled housing stock. 
Identifying the knowledge, skills, and abilities for the housing and residence life 
profession started to gather momentum in the 1980s. These efforts came out of the observed 
differences between housing and residence life and other areas of student affairs and is supported 
in the professional literature.  Housing and residence life practitioners were guided by 
professional standards associated with student affairs, but also increasingly by requirements 
coming from individual institutions, legislation and regulation.  Furthermore, national calls for 
assessment added research on how the housing and residence life operation could support the 
academic mission of colleges and universities and student success.  As the leader of the housing 
and residence life operation, the chief housing officer is a critical piece of setting the agenda to 
meet all of these requirements and institutional goals, so the competencies required for this 
person to succeed are critical, both now and in the future. 
  v 
This study used the Delphi technique to forecast the future required competencies. 
Twenty-one expert panelists completed all three rounds of the study. The expert panel was drawn 
from professionals who were or had been chief housing officers and currently or formerly served 
on the executive board of the Association for College and University Housing Officers-
International.  
These panelists identified 20 competencies that will be required for chief housing officers 
in 10 years. The top-ranked competency was financial planning and management. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 
Competencies are essential for success in any profession. Competencies take many 
forms, involve many processes, and are typically defined as a skill or an ability that brings a 
practitioner to mastery of his or her position (Gebbie & Merrill, 2002; Kessler, 2008; Sleezer, 
Russ-Eft, & Gupta, 2014). This is true in higher education administration, and examples can be 
found in the various higher education accrediting bodies and professional associations.   
 Similar to higher education accrediting associations, student affairs researchers and 
practitioners support a rich body of research regarding competencies. Most research on student 
affairs practitioners is focused on entry-level staff (Burkard, Cole, Ott, & Stoflet, 2005; . 
Herdlein, 2004; Waple, 2006). These entry-level competencies were developed and identified 
due to the critical level of public contact. Other research studies focused on mid- and upper-level 
student affairs administrators (Lovell & Kosten, 2000; Miller & Winston, 1991). Professional 
competencies differ from the entry-level to the high administrative levels due to the key 
decision-making required in these positions (Kochanski, 1997; Porter, 2005). 
Even though there are studies on student affairs competencies for entry-level, mid-level 
and upper-level management, and for the various student affairs functional areas (Dukes & 
Shaw, 1999; Mercer, 1996; Ray, 1994; S. M. Shaw, 2008; Stimpson & Stimpson, 2008; Thoma 
et al., 2011), this researcher’s specific interest is professionals who work in housing and 
residence life (HRL), specifically those who are chief housing officers (CHOs), who serve as the 
senior housing administrators in colleges and universities. Often these professionals are also 
identified as senior college housing officers (SCHOs), but this study will use the term CHO to 
identify the most senior housing administrator. As a seasoned housing professional, the 
researcher has followed trends in higher education management and values the various 
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competencies found in student affairs professions, including Greek life, student conduct, general 
service administration, and other functional areas to guide the profession, but this study is 
focused on HRL. 
Work and professional involvement in HRL organizations have given the researcher a 
chance to observe many changes, specifically in management and legal and regulatory 
requirements. These changes generated an interest in seriously examining the future 
competencies necessary for CHOs.  
Historically, HRL professionals have had to respond to both internal and external 
changes (Frederiksen, 1993; Gehring, 1983). Accordingly, the body of knowledge regarding 
HRL competencies has developed. Student affairs has contributed to this knowledge base 
(Burkard et al., 2005; Kuk, Cobb, & Forrest, 2008; Ostroth, 1981; Saidla, 1990; Waple, 2006), 
but practitioners and researchers have started to focus on the more specialized needs of the HRL 
operation (Haggerty, 2011; McCuskey, 2003; Palmer, 1995; Porter, 2005). Today’s CHO 
position requires a professional agile enough to perform, or hire others to perform, a large 
number of administrative and technical tasks (Fotis, 2013; McCuskey, 2013; Sandeen, 2000). 
These CHO requirements vary based upon the size, location, and mission of the institution 
(Fotis, 2013; McCuskey, 2013). For example, the HRL organization’s predominant orientation 
may be residence life or operations and administration, or both, which can affect how the CHO 
makes his or her decisions and plans (Bensimon, Neumann, & Birnbaum, 1989; Fotis, 2013).  
Other professional requirements that have an impact on the CHO’s role are whether it is a 
public or private institution, whether the board of control is specific to the institution or at the 
state level, the presence of collective bargaining agreements and a unionized environment, 
history and traditions, and the human factor as it relates to other institutional leaders. Externally, 
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the CHO must consider his or her relationship, even if indirect, with a state-level governing 
agency or board of control.  These agencies, along with governmental regulation, have the ability 
to limit a CHO’s autonomy.    
Given the range of institutional sizes and missions, the CHO’s role may have different 
meanings and levels of importance within various college or university environments (Fotis, 
2013). Leading a 500-bed operation is different from overseeing an institution housing 5,000 
students. The competencies may be similar; however, the complexity of the organization is not 
(Cawthon & Schreiber, 2012; Fotis, 2013). For example, CHOs at smaller campuses report a 
greater concern for attracting and keeping talented entry-level staff (St. Onge, Ellett, & Nestor, 
2008), which may affect their hiring and management practices. This study’s assumptions 
included that CHOs are innovators or early adopters (Rogers, 2003) of emerging technologies 
and practices and that it would be important to identify participating CHOs who managed 
operations exceeding 750 beds who were recognized for their expertise by serving on the 
ACUHO-I executive board. 
Statement of the Problem 
All student affairs areas have stated competencies, though there is variation between 
those that have general sets for all practitioners and those that have competencies for the 
differing levels of responsibilities. For example, Ostroth (1975) detailed general requirements for 
preparing student affairs workers in master’s-level classes by surveying 82 practitioners. Later, 
Ostroth (1981) followed with a competency study for entry-level practitioners. 
HRL has a similar progression of competency identification (Dunkel & Schreiber, 1992; 
Haggerty, 2011). Cawthon and Schreiber (2012) detailed the current state of knowledge for the 
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field, while Porter (2005) identified and categorized CHO competencies using Sandwith’s 
competency domain model (1993) as her conceptual framework. 
The problem addressed by this study is that there are no stated competencies for future 
CHOs. Currently, the CHO is vested with many responsibilities including decision-making that 
has an impact throughout his or her institution. Properly managed HRL enterprises yield benefits 
to the whole institution, especially in regard to retention (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005; 
Terenzini, Pascarella, & Blimling, 1996). This, in turn, affects institutional reputation, 
stakeholder satisfaction, and financial outcomes. The CHO is a key leader in delivering positive 
results. 
The HRL area does not operate in a vacuum and requires a professional and competent 
leader. For an institution’s senior administrative leadership, the problem is one of selecting the 
skilled CHO in the future who can navigate and lead an HRL area. For this reason, it is an 
important area to study because those staff aspiring to be CHOs need guidance on what 
competencies are required for advancement, and higher-education leaders who select CHOs need 
staff who understand current issues and future trends.  
Recently, Hoffman and Bresciani (2012) examined competencies listed in job 
descriptions across student affairs and noted that HRL positions required more competencies and 
more complex competencies than positions in other parts of student affairs. They theorized that 
this may be due in part to the self-supporting nature of the HRL operation, which is typically an 
auxiliary, and that HRL is “a training ground[s] for senior-level leadership” (p. 36). 
Currently, the Association of College and University Housing Officers – International 
(ACUHO-I), the leading professional association representing housing officers, has formulated 
12 competencies that are listed in domains for the HRL field, and each one of the 12 has a set of 
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subordinate competencies in sub-domains. These competencies are not CHO specific but apply 
to all HRL practitioners (Cawthon & Schreiber, 2012).  
The problem is that future competencies required of CHOs is missing in the research. 
This study is useful for current HRL staff interested in becoming a CHO, the professional 
organizations that support these aspirations, and the faculty who conduct research and teach on 
competencies, especially as it relates to HRL. 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to forecast the future competencies that will be required 
for CHOs in HRL organizations in the next 10 years. The body of student affairs’ literature on 
competencies is rich (Amey & Reesor, 2002; Burkard et al., 2005; Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, & 
Molina, 2009; College Student Educators International & Student Affairs Professionals in Higher 
Education, 2010; Reynolds, 2011). The literature on HRL competencies does not have the 
historical record of an area like student affairs (Dunkel & Schreiber, 1992; Englin, 2001), but it 
is developing as a specialized field (Brandel, 1995; Cawthon & Schreiber, 2012; Haggerty, 2011; 
Porter, 2005), with much of the research coming in the form of dissertations (Banning & Kuk, 
2011). 
One method found to be useful in projecting future competencies is the Delphi technique. 
The Delphi technique has been used to gather contemporary information and forecast aspects of 
future HRL operations (McCuskey, 2003). This study’s purpose is to forecast a more focused 
target, CHO competencies.  The Delphi technique does not require a theoretical framework  
(Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004), but can be used to test frameworks and as part of “theory building” 
(p. 26). This study used Blimling’s (2001) communities of practice as a framework to organize 
future required competencies CHOs in a student affairs model.   Rogers’ definition (2003) of 
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innovation and early adoption was the theoretical framework used to determine the panel that 
submitted expert opinion on future competencies.  
Research Questions 
These research questions were used to frame the study: 
1. What competencies will be required by CHOs in 10 years? 
2. What will be the most important competencies to acquire? 
3. How different will these highly rated competencies be compared to the ACUHO-I 
competencies? 
4. How will these forecasted competencies align with Blimling’s Communities of Practice? 
Conceptual Framework 
Blimling’s communities of practice (2001) was used to clarify understanding of future 
competencies required for CHOs. The relationship between scholarship and the activities of 
practitioners in student affairs provides a balance and tension as to how these skills should be 
ordered. His four quadrants are aligned roughly between two orientations: educational 
philosophy and management philosophy. His community of practice model adds to a better 
understanding of future competencies.     
Furthermore, Rogers’ (2003) theory on innovation provides the basis for surveying current 
CHOs regarding future required competencies. His work demonstrated that early adopters bring 
success to their institutions due to their analytical and organizational acuity. He categorized five 
types of leaders and organizations in relation to adopting innovative technologies: innovators, 
early adopters, the early majority, the late majority, and laggards (p. 270). Innovators and early 
adopters succeed by routinizing the innovation, which can take a number of years. Rogers (2003) 
defined it as such: “Routinizing occurs when an innovation has become incorporated into the 
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regular activities of the organization and has lost its separate identity” (p. 428). For this to 
happen, it is necessary that the agent who initiates the change obtain the buy-in of other members 
of the organization so the process is not dependent upon any one person. 
Rogers’ innovation theory was used for the study because CHOs may be defined by this type 
of activity, and they generally may use their leadership ability as innovators and early adopters. 
CHOs may be able to identify technologies and trends that are sustainable and that help guide 
their organizations to success. 
Methodology of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to forecast competencies that will be required by CHOs in 
the future. Because the purpose of this study was to posit a future need, a forecasting method was 
used. The Delphi technique was selected as the appropriate method. Research on this technique 
is presented later in the context of this study.   
The Delphi technique is the most conducive method for obtaining the necessary data. It is 
a system of inquiry that has been used to forecast desirable military strategies and economic and 
business outcomes, and as a method to gather information about competencies (Linstone, 1984; 
R. Parente & Anderson-Parente, 2011). 
 The Delphi technique was used to gather data because of its applicability in forecasting as 
supported in the literature (Ayton, Ferrell, & Stewart, 1999; Brodeur, Higgins, Galindo-
Gonzalez, Craig, & Haile, 2011; F. J. Parente, Anderson, Myers, & Thomas, 1984; Rowe & 
Wright, 1999). It can be quantitative, qualitative, or a combination of both (Skulmoski, Hartman, 
& Krahn, 2007). Most importantly, variations in the panel’s contributors show little difference in 
the results, which enhances its applicability (Martino, 1972; F. J. Parente & Anderson-Parente, 
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1987; R. Parente & Anderson-Parente, 2011). In summary, the Delphi technique was used 
because of its reliability, versatility, and usefulness in forecasting future CHO competencies.  
Significance of the Study 
The history of college and university housing has witnessed a certain ebb and flow over 
time. In colonial America, institutions were patterned on the English model. Frederiksen (1993) 
noted, “The English pattern of the residence unit being the center of both informal and formal 
education became the organizational standard of the American college system” (p. 168). 
Enthusiasm for such arrangements dimmed in the mid-1900s with the rise in influence of the 
German research model and a perceived lack of value in a residential scheme (Schuh, 1996). 
 Toward the end of that century and into the twentieth, structured college housing came 
into favor again (Schuh, 1996) and continued until the Great Depression and World War II.  
After the war, the GI Bill spurred enrollments (Thelin, 2004) and increased the demand for 
campus housing, both for the traditional undergraduate students and for families. During this 
time, the theoretical support for an HRL program returned to a focus on the educational purpose 
of campus housing. 
The educational purpose is critical for the CHO as it can drive the expectations for the 
central operation as an added value to the college experience. Astin (1993) emphasized the 
importance of a purposeful residential experience for students, even suggesting that commuter-
heavy campuses examine the feasibility of offering or expanding their options. Furthermore, 
Astin (1993) argued that such facilities should increase peer interaction and promote academic 
integration through a variety of means.  
Research also supports the theory that living on campus increases student persistence and 
graduation rates (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005; Terenzini et al., 1996). Implementing 
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intentional programs, especially living-learning communities (LLCs), an expansion of the earlier 
living-learning center, results in more robust student learning results (Pascarella & Terenzini, 
2005). Without the educational purpose, there is no distinction between a campus-owned and         
-operated organization and privatized off-campus accommodations, and the rationale for 
institutionally sponsored residence life collapses. 
Another important aspect is economic. National, state, and regional economies have an 
impact on the growth and stability in the world of higher education. HRL programs exist to 
support the mission of an institution, and the institution is linked to the various economies in a 
number of ways. Funding for prospective students is linked with national and state directives. 
Direct institutional support for public institutions is based upon the state budget and the federal 
government, and a donor if grants are part of the equation. All three of the economies affect the 
ability of the students and their parents or guardians to work and provide self-support.     
The HRL program is not a stand-alone entity. No degree is offered in university housing. 
So an institution’s financial health, measured by relative affordability, success in recruitment and 
retention, and reputation for value cannot be removed from the equation. 
 In addition to the HRL’s educational purpose and the impact of the economy, the last 
factor is where the HRL operation is the institution’s organizational structure. Whether an HRL 
operation is located in student affairs, a separate structure, or part of a broader division within 
academic affairs, or a business or administrative unit, the research on competencies needs to start 
in the student affairs literature. While an HRL operation, or the CHO in today’s world, may not 
report to a Chief Student Affairs Officer (CSAO), the HRL field began to reach the status of a 
profession, along with other areas, during the rise of student affairs as a discipline distinct from 
academic affairs (American Council on Education, 1949, 1950). 
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This study is significant because the decisions and actions made by CHOs have an 
influence throughout an institution (McCuskey, 2013). Whether an HRL operation reports to a 
student affairs unit, a business unit, or some other administrative unit at an institution, HRL 
professionals are expected to be superior landlords and educational experts (Association of 
College and University Housing Officers - International, 2010; Grube, 2010). As an HRL leader 
it is incumbent upon the CHO to maximize performance and meet institutional expectations. 
Research exists on student affairs competencies regarding preparation (R. J. Herdlein, III, 
2004; R. J. Herdlein, Kline, Boquard, & Haddad, 2010; Kuk & Banning, 2009; Ostroth, 1975), 
entry-level positions (Cuyjet et al., 2009; Kuk et al., 2008; Saidla, 1990; Waple, 2006), mid-level 
positions (Komives, 2011; Reynolds, 2011), and senior-level positions (Biddix, 2011). 
Professional organizations have also compiled required competencies ( College Student 
Educators International & Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education, 2010, 2015).    
In the HRL field, required competencies have been researched and documented that span 
the area as a whole (Goldman, 2013), for entry-level positions (Haggerty, 2011; Henning, 
Cilente, Kennedy, & Sloane, 2011), and for mid-level and senior management (Porter, 2005). 
ACUHO-I settled on 12 core competencies (Cawthon & Schreiber, 2012; Goldman, 2013). As 
mentioned earlier in this chapter, each overarching competency is listed as a domain with sub-
domains. There are discrete levels covering direct service, management, and strategy and policy 
functions geared toward the practitioner’s level in an HRL organization. The listed competencies 
in the sub-domain support the mastery of core competency or domain. Each of these 
competencies is supported by strategy and policy knowledge items, many of which assume the 
same type of items in the corresponding direct service and management function levels. 
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At the strategic and policy function level, which would be appropriate for the CHO, there 
are 183 sub-domain competencies and 119 knowledge items. It is unrealistic to believe that an 
entry-level or mid-level staff member could master all of these sub-competencies before 
becoming a CHO, if this is his or her chosen path. But it is possible that he or she could 
concentrate on what is forecast as the most important through the use of the Delphi technique. 
This does not necessarily call for more or different competencies, but a sharper focus on what 
future competencies will be required. 
Leaders are expected to be competent in their chosen fields. Yukl and Lepsinger (2005) 
proposed that management and leadership are integrated and leaders are expected to manage 
organizational development, but they must also possess competencies required in their respective 
fields and by their organizations. A higher education institution or HRL operation has many 
moving parts, and it is important for decision-makers to have a grasp of performance standards 
and the political nature of organizations through mastering the appropriate skills or 
competencies. 
Leaders in the HRL field are charged with accommodating, enhancing, and supporting 
the institution’s mission, goals, and objectives. CHOs are also expected to administer self-
funding operations at the very least, and most probably provide financial support to the 
institution’s other activities. CHOs are expected to be competent and to understand decision-
making processes, legal issues, safety, and economics as they affect an institution and the HRL 
operation, and the emerging role of technology. 
Economics will continue to play a part in who can afford college (Cowen, 2013; Piketty, 
2014). The decision to live on campus will continue to be part of this equation (McCuskey, 
2013), and CHOs, while not being called to be professional economists, will have to be keen 
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observers of the economic situation so that their decision-making is based upon relevant data 
about college affordability. 
CHOs are key decision-makers in a competitive market. For example, HRL organizations 
may be threatened by the recent introduction of massive open online courses (MOOCs). MOOCs 
offer the ability for a student to obtain a degree without living on campus or even living in the 
geographic region (Cheung, 2014; De Coutere, 2014). Future MOOC offerings and other forms 
of distance learning may provide a reduction in the need for on-campus accommodations, 
challenging the CHO to fill his or her beds in other ways, whether it be increasing international 
student subscription (Traxler, 2013) or perhaps conference activity (Baldessari, Knetzer, & 
Hoover, 2012). 
Legal issues require a CHO who can comprehend the impact of court decisions on his or 
her operations (Bauman, Davidson, Sachs, & Kotarski, 2013; Waggoner & Russo, 2014). 
Understanding the regulatory (Gehring, 1993) environment and crafting policies that pass muster 
will continue to be an asset (Gehring, 1983; Lowery, Palmer, & Gehring, 2005). 
Student safety and competencies that support this goal will continue to be important (J. 
D. Shaw & Griffin, 2013). This includes an understanding of safety mandates based upon 
regulation (Lucier, 2013). 
Technology will continue to shape HRL operations, and students will continue to demand 
technological services for both academic and social reasons (Crews, Brown, Bray, & Pringle, 
2007), services that meet or exceed what they can access at home. Technology will also continue 
to affect the assignments process and how HRL staff communicates with residents (Lucier & 
Jones, 2013).   
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These are some of the current topics central to understanding the HRL enterprise and the 
fact that change is constant. That is why it is important to forecast the competencies for future 
CHOs. Banning and Kuk (2011) examined college housing dissertations and found theoretically 
grounded work on learning communities, multiculturalism, staffing, student success, and 
administration and technology issues. Only one dealt with CHO competencies (Porter, 2005). 
None of the studies was concerned with forecasting competencies for CHOs. 
The CHO’s leadership skills are important, but leadership can be so broadly defined that 
its meaning is not precise (Rost, 1993; Rost & Kellerman, 1992), or at least not precise enough to 
guide emerging CHOs on what concrete abilities they will need to possess to be competent 
professionals. Forecasting the CHO competencies provides an understanding of the management 
versus leadership division and where they may bridge.     
CHOs may embody Love and Estanek’s (2004) appealing notion of pervasive leadership 
so that they may mobilize others for organizational goals, as noted by Kouzes and Posner (1995) 
and Komives, Lucas, and McMahon (1998). However, before a CHO contemplates leadership or 
administrative strategy, he or she has to be accomplished in a set of competencies to demonstrate 
his or her expertise, symbolic or otherwise.   
This study will provide a framework for the future competencies necessary to manage 
and lead an HRL organization based upon the results of a future competencies study using the 
Delphi technique.     
Limitations of the Study 
 This study is about competencies. It was not intended to be about the more general topic 
of leadership. 
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Furthermore, this study was limited to CHOs who served on campuses in the United 
States and whose experience came from campuses with 750 or more residential students. This 
may affect the ramifications for CHOs of smaller campuses. CHOs who served on the ACUHO-I 
executive board but left the practice to enter the higher education instructional ranks were also 
eliminated. CHOs in this study must be currently active or retired within one year of the study’s 
inception. 
Definition of Terms 
Association of College and Housing Officers – International (ACUHO-I) is an 
international organization composed of individuals and institutions and dedicated to housing and 
residence life. It is the pre-eminent organization regarding the professionalization of the field. 
Association for Student Conduct Administration (ASCA) is the primary professional 
organization for higher-educational staff members working in student-conduct administration. 
Chief housing officer (CHO) is the person who oversees a public or private institution’s 
comprehensive on-campus housing operation. 
Chief student affairs officer (CSAO) is the person charged with supervising and 
coordinating the student affairs function, no matter how broadly or narrowly defined, in an 
institution, and no matter whether a student affairs decision exists at the institution. This term is 
interchangeable with Senior Student Affairs Officer (SSAO). 
College Student Educators International (ACPA) is a comprehensive student affairs 
organization with more than 7,500 members internationally. 
Competencies refer to knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes, and dispositions needed in a 
defined field.  
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Delphi technique is defined as a forecasting methodology that uses an expert panel to 
develop consensus in a structured, iterative process.   
Housing and residence life (HRL) is the organization reporting to the chief housing 
officer and comprises administrative, educational, operational, and programmatic functions. 
Leadership in Facilities Education (APPA) is a professional organization for higher 
education facilities administrators. 
Living-learning centers (LLC) are educationally purposeful residential settings 
designed to maximize the academic focus of the co-curriculum. 
Massive open online courses (MOOC) are credit and non-credit classes produced for 
mass audiences by traditional institutions and private entities. 
National Association of College Auxiliary Services (NACAS) is an international 
organization dedicated to promoting appropriate business practices in college and university 
auxiliaries.  
National Housing Training Institute (NHTI) is an intensive training program offered 
by ACUHO-I for new professionals with fewer than five years of experience. 
Panel or Expert panel is the term referring to the subject-matter experts. This study will 
use current and former chief housing officers who served on the Association of College and 
University Housing Officers – International executive board. 
Senior college housing officer (SCHO) is a term interchangeable with chief housing 
officer (CHO). 
Senior student affairs officer (SSAO) is a term interchangeable with chief student 
affairs officer (CSAO). 
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        Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education (NASPA) is a comprehensive 
student affairs organization with more than 13,000 members internationally. 
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature 
 This chapter reviews the relevant literature for the study. The research focuses on future 
competencies required for CHOs. Studies from general leadership, educational leadership, 
student affairs leadership, and housing and residence life (HRL) leadership were examined, as 
well as research more specifically targeting specific competencies. 
 The literature review is arranged by topical area beginning from a general perspective to 
a more targeted focus on HRL. The background on the theoretical framework that guides the 
study is then presented. Finally, the literature regarding the Delphi technique is presented. 
Competencies 
 Given the state of higher education and HRL, and the calls for accountability and results 
(Alexander, 2000; Heller, 2001; Sandeen & Barr, 2014), it is clear that senior leaders need to 
master a set of competencies. 
Defining competencies presents some challenges. Knowledge, skills, and abilities have 
traditionally been included as part of the definition, but recent competency mapping includes 
attitudes, values, motivations, and beliefs as part of the competency equation according to 
Sleezer, Russ-Efta, and Gupta (2014).  
 Gebbie and Merrill (2002) found that competencies were the essential skills needed for a 
staff member to perform his or her work and were stated in clear language to form a “…core set 
that will not overwhelm the practitioners” (p. 76). Specifically, they wrote that competencies 
could be defined as “A complex combination of knowledge, skills, and abilities demonstrated by 
organization members that are critical to the effective and efficient function of an organization” 
(p. 73) or “A combination of observable and measurable skill, knowledge, performance behavior, 
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and personal attributes that contribute to enhanced employee performance and organizational 
success” (p. 73).  
Competencies are important because organizations use competencies to define position 
requirements and performance. Kessler (2008) outlined why using competencies is important in 
guiding institutional performance. 
Competency-based performance reviews are being used more today because they 
have the potential to help employees focus on achieving their goals in a way that is  
consistent with the values of their organization. When the employees achieve their 
goals, their organization is more successful. In addition, more organizations are 
recognizing that managing and developing their employees, or their talent, is 
more critical than even before because they are facing a shortage of talented,                                                                
qualified people. (p. 19) 
 Moreover, Davenport and Prusak (1998) tied competencies to success in the 
changing global economy and viewed practitioners of competencies as part of “knowledge 
communities” (p. 24) who were “sellers” (p. 28) of their skills. Competencies also provide 
the basis for individual performance (Dubois & Rothwell, 2000). 
 Due to the importance of HRL in a higher education setting, the senior officer in charge 
of the operation needs to have a basis for his or her performance. Accordingly, CHOs are also 
part of knowledge communities, both at their institutions and through their professional 
organizations.   
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Student Affairs Competencies 
There are several competency studies regarding student affairs.  These studies examine 
preparation programs, professional competencies, and the complexity of constructing appropriate 
job descriptions. 
Herdlein (2004) surveyed chief student affairs officers on what they valued in student 
affairs’ graduate programs. The findings indicated the need for more research into what makes a 
practitioner successful, but he found that CSAOs placed an emphasis on higher-order critical 
thinking skills, including student development, leadership, understanding technology, and 
counseling skills. Less emphasis was placed on budgeting, campus politics, planning, 
assessment, and legal knowledge. This disparity appears to hold true today, with practitioners 
desiring more emphasis on administrative skills and faculty emphasizing interpersonal 
knowledge (R. J. Herdlein et al., 2010). 
From the instructional side, studies showed that both faculty members and senior student 
affairs officers (SSAOs) found new staff graduated without the needed skills in financial 
management, legal knowledge and assessment (Dickerson et al., 2011). Conversely, faculty 
involved with graduate preparation programs rated practice and managing an organization to 
have less value than did SSAOs and mid-level supervisors (Kuk & Banning, 2009; Kuk et al., 
2008).  
Recent graduates of such programs also had higher opinions of how their education 
prepared them in the foundations of higher education, student development, and research than 
did their supervisors, according to Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, and Molina (2009); however, the 
researchers stated that the graduates needed to be treated as “works in progress” (p. 114) and 
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concluded that more study is needed. Furthermore, the disconnect may have had more to do with 
the supervisors’ perceived “lack of understanding or training” (p. 115). 
Burkard, Cole, Ott, and Stoflet (2005) examined competencies for new student affairs 
professionals. While not specifically targeting the housing profession, their research indicated 
that the most important competencies centered on skills related to direct service to the students, 
which could be considered administrative in nature. They also found that research skills were 
important. Broadly defined, though, research can mean identifying the nature of student affairs 
work and what competencies are needed to be successful. Contradictory results arose in regard to 
identified responsibilities and desired competencies. The contradictions appear especially true 
for basic management skills, but the purpose of their study was the identification of 
competencies, not the examination of the differences in responsibilities and competencies.  
Another competencies study with new student affairs professionals was completed by 
Waple (2006), who measured 28 competencies required for entry-level work in student affairs by 
surveying new professionals. The term new professional was defined as someone who held an 
entry-level position for under five years according to the College Student Educators International 
(ACPA) and Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education (NASPA) membership 
databases. Respondents identified five areas that could readily be viewed as pragmatic 
(communication skills, problem solving, advising, crisis and conflict management and program 
planning, and implementation) and related to the beginning practitioners’ routine work no matter 
the new professional’s role. Waple’s (2006) research supported Herdlein (2004) and also found 
new professionals rated themselves lower on understanding how to best use educational 
technology. 
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Most recently, Reynolds (2011) used the Delphi method to examine self-perceptions on 
what helping skills student affairs professionals used in their jobs. She focused her study on new 
and mid-level professionals using a subset of a professional organization’s (ACPA) roster. Her 
results included a call for more research but provided a rough consensus on what the respondents 
believed to be important in their roles and what the succeeding generation would need. For 
example, her expert panel detailed 27 on-the-job experiences or opportunities that enhanced the 
ability to help students, such as interacting with students, opportunities for practice, life 
experience and roles, supervision and mentoring relationships, and job-specific training. The 
panel also identified “… 22 areas of essential knowledge and information that participants 
identified as necessary to enhance their helping skills” (p. 366). Self-knowledge, practical 
experience, feedback and interaction with supervisors and mentors, and knowing best practices 
topped the list. Technology, journals and publications, and research and institutional assessment 
were at the bottom.   
A different study by Hoffman and Bresciani (2010) examined job descriptions in the 
student affairs profession and found that desired competencies often aligned with the ACPA and 
NASPA competencies ( College Student Educators International & Student Affairs Professionals 
in Higher Education, 2010). The authors also found that some student affairs functional areas had 
distinct requirements found outside the general skill sets, including HRL, which points to the 
need for more specialized study. 
Providing a comparison of student affairs’ competencies is useful. ACPA and NASPA 
produced a set in 2010 with a revision in 2015 (College Student Educators International & 
Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education, 2010, 2015). The first set was developed by 
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practitioners and researchers who examined the relevant literature of that time (College Student 
Educators International & Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education, 2015). 
The later revision resulted in substituting “Social Justice and Inclusion” for “Equity, 
Diversity, and Inclusion” ( College Student Educators International & Student Affairs 
Professionals in Higher Education, 2015) because the earlier list “…does not norm dominant 
cultures but recognizes all groups and populations as diverse as related to all other groups and 
populations” (p. 4). Technology was an added competency, rather than continuing it as a 
component in each of the previous set’s competencies ( College Student Educators International 
& Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education, 2015) to reflect the importance of this skill 
as a stand-alone skill. 
“Personal and Ethical Foundations” also was added to the list as a combination of two 
earlier competencies. “Advising and Helping” became “Advising and Supporting” to recognize 
students’ “self-authorship” (p. 5). Table 1 presents the unranked competencies for both 2010 and 
2015. In the latest set there are definable levels of mastery within each component, which are 
foundational, intermediate, and advanced.   
 
Table 1 
Comparison of the Joint ACPA/NASPA Unranked Competencies from 2010 and 2015 
Competencies from 2010  Competencies from 2015 
Advising and Helping  Personal and Ethical Foundations 
Assessment, Evaluation, and Research  Values, Philosophy, and History 
Equity, Diversion, and Inclusion  Assessment, Evaluation, and Research 
Ethical Professional Practice  Law, Policy, and Governance 
History, Philosophy, and Values  Organizational and Human Resources 
Human and Organizational Resources  Leadership 
Law, Policy, and Governance  Social Justice and Inclusion 
Leadership  Student Learning and Development 
Personal Foundations  Technology 
Student Learning and Development  Advising and Supporting 
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Waple (2006) ranked the skills needed by the entry-level professional as demonstrated in 
Table 2. His research was conducted with new professionals nine years before the revised ACPA 
and NASPA competencies. While his list is longer, many of the competencies he identified were 
blended into single competency areas in the ACPA and NASPA set. 
Table 2 
Comparison of the 2015 ACPA/NASPA Unranked Competencies and Waple’s Ranked 2006 
 Entry-Level Competencies for Student Affairs 
2015 Unranked ACPA/NASPA 
Competencies 
 Waple’s Ranked 2006 Entry-Level 
Competencies 
Personal and Ethical Foundations  Student Development Theory 1 
Values, Philosophy, and History  Oral and Written Communication Skills 2 
Assessment, Evaluation, and 
Research 
 Ethics in Student Affairs Work 3 
Law, Policy, and Governance  Multicultural Awareness and Knowledge 4 
Organizational and Human 
Resources 
 
 Career Development 5 
Leadership  History of Student Affairs Work 6 
Social Justice and Inclusion  Student Demographics and Characteristics 7 
Student Learning and 
Development 
 History of Higher Education 8 
 
Technology 
  
Problem Solving 
 
9 
Advising and Supporting  Effective Program Planning and 
Implementation 
 
10 
  Cultural Foundations of Higher Education 11 
  Legal Issues in Higher Education 12 
  Workshop Presentations 13 
  Leadership Theory 14 
  Research Methods 15 
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Housing and Residence Life Competencies 
It is doubtful that graduate or doctoral classwork can adequately prepare a CHO. 
Competencies may be developed as part of on-the-job training or development opportunities 
provided in the workplace before attainment of the position. This study forecasted a list of 
competencies required for CHOs in 10 years as determined by current CHOs based upon their 
experience and expertise. When looking at the demands placed upon housing and residence life 
staff, it is wise to consider Palmer’s (1995) lament that perhaps adequate preparation for student 
affairs is beyond the scope of a graduate program. She stated, “The challenge, it seems to me, is 
to help students entering CSP programs (after completing undergraduate majors in disciplines as 
varied as accounting, chemical engineering, history, interior design, and psychology) gain the 
knowledge, skills, and competencies that will maximize their potential for success in student 
affairs careers – without inventing the first 10-year master’s degree program” (p. 5). This surely 
holds true then for HRL and the CHO. 
Palmer observed that graduates needed holistic preparation for a career in student affairs 
and for HRL, but that only so many things could be taught over the span of a program. She 
closed her argument by saying, “I welcome recommendations for additions to the CSP 
curriculum or the entire graduate school experience. However, I would also welcome suggestions 
for subtractions” (p. 7).  
Henning, Cilente, Kennedy, and Sloane (2011) studied HRL as the specialty within 
student affairs where most new professionals enter the field. The practitioners sought seven 
identifiable keys to their professional development: understanding job expectations; enhancing 
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supervision skills; moving up in the field of student affairs; receiving adequate support from 
supervisor, mentors, and colleagues; fostering student learning; developing multicultural 
competencies; and understanding the culture and facilities of the college/university. These are 
not necessarily hard skills but imply the need to be grounded in communication, supervision, and 
politics. It is worth noting that the respondents placed a heavy emphasis on mentoring as the 
primary delivery method, with national workshops coming in second. Further, new housing 
professionals need to understand job expectations and have demonstrated desire to “foster 
student learning, develop multicultural competencies, and develop an understanding of the 
culture and facilities of their respective college/university” (Henning et al., 2011, p. 34). 
 ACUHO-I has long been associated with leadership and professional development for 
HRL practitioners. Dunkel and Schreiber (1990) formulated a set of competencies based on their 
work and correspondence with professional colleagues and refined it two years later (N. Dunkel, 
personal communication, February 8, 2013). This provided the basis for the National Housing 
Training Institute (NHTI) competencies. The NHTI competencies used terminology that 
indicates a preference for a more specific focus than general student affairs studies (Barr & 
Upcraft, 1990; Miller & Winston, 1991; Waple, 2006). As noted later by Hoffman and Bresciani 
(2010), HRL lends itself to more concrete and different skills than student affairs as a whole. For 
example, Dunkel and Schreiber (1992) included three staff-related functions—supervision, 
training, and appraisal—instead of the more broadly defined leadership or leadership theory.   
  Dunkel and Schreiber (1992) surveyed CHOs for the competencies they regarded as 
necessary skills for the housing profession as a whole. Their interest derived from increasing the 
retention of skilled professionals and formulating specific skills that were not covered in the 
general field of student affairs due to the specialization of HRL. The respondents valued 
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communication and administrative competencies the highest, followed by ongoing development 
activities, and finally the foundational competencies gained through formal education. The 
results formed the basis for the NHTI sponsored by ACUHO-I. 
In another study, McCuskey’s (2003) research did not focus on individual competencies 
but rather on broader issues that would confront the HRL profession. Using the Delphi 
technique, she indicated that her findings pointed to operational components such as facilities 
and technology, plus financial considerations. Respondents also stressed the continuing influence 
of parental involvement. Alcohol and drug use and affirmative action did not rise to the top, 
which she found to be inconsistent with what the literature was reporting at that time. 
McCuskey’s Delphi panelists included CHOs and faculty well versed in HRL, student 
affairs, or both. The final results were tabulated and presented after three rounds. The study did 
not address specific competencies, but in forecasting future issues it did point to the 
competencies that will be needed to serve in the field. She also suggested that privatized housing 
would remain a prominent topic. And while there is little current research on privatized housing, 
Manley (2011) studied student satisfaction in privatized HRL operations. He found mixed results 
and, with little comparative literature available, conclusions were insignificant. This may be 
fertile ground for further research but does not offer much for current comparisons or for current 
consideration regarding CHO competencies. 
Refinements based upon more recent research came during the succeeding years, 
including Porter’s study (2005), which transformed the competencies emphasized at the NHTI 
(N. Dunkel, personal communication, February 8, 2013).  
The research by Porter (2005) used Sandwith’s five-factor management competency 
model (1993) to re-examine the topic with a focus on CHOs derived from a panel of CHOs. This 
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was considered the first comprehensive review of HRL competencies since Dunkel and 
Schreiber’s formulation of housing competencies (1990, 1992). It is also the only HRL Delphi 
technique competency study to focus on CHO competencies.   
Sandwith’s five factors were divided into the following domains: technical, leadership, 
conceptual, interpersonal, and administrative. Porter (2005) did find significant differences along 
gender, orientation of the individual CHO’s responsibilities, and the CHO’s years of experience. 
The results showed a clear preference for competencies contained in the interpersonal, 
administrative, and leadership factors. In fact, 13 of the top 15 competencies fell into these 
factors.   
At first reading it would seem that the competencies listed might not show much 
divergence. This is natural because Porter’s (2005) research participants were involved in 
ACUHO-I, much like the study by Dunkel and Schreiber (1992). Both studies were conducted in 
conjunction with that organization, and both studies had a connection with the University of 
Florida, an institution that was an active, early supporter of the ACUHO-I competency initiatives 
and where Dr. Porter earned her degree. However, Porter’s study, in essence, replaced six of the 
15 competencies identified by Dunkel and Schreiber, which resulted in a reassessment of the 
ACUHO-I NHTI training model  (N. Dunkel, personal communication, February 8, 2013). Table 
3 presents a comparison of the most important competencies identified in each study. 
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Table 3 
Comparison of Dunkel and Schreiber’s Ranked HRL Competencies for Practitioners and 
Porter’s Ranked Chief Housing Officer Competencies 
Dunkel and Schreiber Rank Porter 
Interpersonal communication skills 1 Decision-making 
Work cooperatively and effectively 
with a wide range of individuals 
 
2 Interpersonal communication 
Supervise staff 3 Budget development and resource allocation 
Engage in effective decision-making 4 Crisis management 
Train staff 5 Cooperation and collaboration 
Crisis management 6 Personal characteristics 
Select staff 7 Staff supervision 
Short-range goal setting 8 Ethics 
Mediating conflict 9 Staff selection 
Formulate and interpret policy 10 Strategic thinking and planning 
Appreciate and internalize a            
professional set of ethics 
 
11 Motivation 
Fair and effective discipline of student 
misconduct 
 
12 Organizational culture 
Recognize the legal implications of 
higher education administration 
 
13 Interpretation of institutional goals, issues, 
and concerns 
Motivation 14 Networking 
Staff appraisal 15 Assessment of student needs and interests 
   
The seven competencies identified in Dunkel and Schreiber’s work (1990, 1992) on 
competencies needed for all HRL practitioners that did not make Porter’s (2005) CHO 
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competencies were train staff, short-range goal setting, mediating conflict, formulate and 
interpret policy, fair and effective discipline of student misconduct, recognize the legal 
implications of higher education administration, and staff appraisal.  The eight competencies 
from Dunkel and Schreiber that did make Porter’s top 15 competencies for CHOs were decision-
making, interpersonal communication, crisis management, cooperation and collaboration, staff 
supervision, ethics, staff selection, and motivation.  The seven new competencies identified for 
CHOs were budget development and resource allocation, personal characteristics, strategic 
thinking, organizational culture, interpretation of institutional goals, issues and concerns, 
networking, and assessment of student needs. 
It bears restating that Dunkel and Schreiber focused on competencies for all HRL 
practitioners whereas Porter was concerned with CHO competencies, and that the studies were 
completed a decade apart. However, Porter’s study changed the focus of ACUHO-I’s 
competencies. 
More recently, ACUHO-I formulated 12 core competencies for all HRL professionals 
(Cawthon & Schreiber, 2012), and these competencies are presented in Table 4. Each core 
competency, or domain, is composed of a number of interrelated subordinate competencies in 
sub-domains. There is no stated expectation that any one person would need to possess all 
competencies. The subordinate competencies, or tasks, vary based upon three predetermined 
levels of a professional’s responsibility: direct service, management, and strategy and policy. 
The strategy and policy level is associated with the CHO and at this level there are 183 
subordinate competencies.   
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Table 4 
ACUHO-I Core Competency Domains (Cawthon and Schreiber, 2012) 
Ancillary Partnerships 
Conference Services 
Crisis Management 
Dining Services 
Evaluation/Planning 
Facilities Management 
Fiscal Resources and Control 
Human Resources 
Information Technology 
Occupancy 
Residence Education Services 
Student Behavior 
 
The identified core competencies bear some resemblance to the competencies identified 
by Porter (2005), but she did not list ancillary partnerships, conference services, dining services, 
facilities planning, information technology, residential education services, or student behavior.  
Some of the competencies on her list can be reasonably included in the ACUHO-I core 
competencies.  For example, staff supervision and staff selection are components in the 
competency domain of human resources. Porter’s list was a key factor in reassessing what 
competencies drive the NHTI, but the NHTI does update topics and areas of study over time (N. 
Dunkel, personal communication, February 8, 2013). 
Professional standards’ relationship to competency development 
Important higher education standards tend to be developed at the national level with 
stakeholders such as national and state government, educational institutions and business, and in 
turn drive assessment and competencies (Ravitch, 1995).  Professional competencies are related 
to and driven by standards and construct a method for practitioners to meet the demands that 
standards produce (Grant et al., 1979).   
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In 1985 ACUHO-I released its first set of standards with the latest update published in 
2014 (Association of College and University Housing Officers-International, 2014), which 
identified business/management, educational/programming, and residential facilities as the three 
key functional areas critical to the HRL operation. These standards express organizational values 
and include components for each functional area, ethical underpinnings, and qualifications for 
the various levels of HRL staff.  
While the ACUHO-I standards are not competencies, they are considered an element that 
guides the professional association’s expectation for proper management of an HRL organization 
(Association of College and University Housing Officers - International, 2010) and it is proper to 
consider that these standards, which include ethical principles, have an effect on how HRL 
professionals apply competencies.   
Theoretical Framework 
More than 100 years ago, Taylor (1911) proposed the foundations for “scientific 
management” and how organizations should maximize their production based upon the proper 
placement of employees. Using a sociological perspective, Weber (Weber, Gerth, & Mills, 1946) 
analyzed how a bureaucracy and how individuals acted in an organization. In current times, the 
word bureaucracy has a certain negative quality associated with it, but a bureaucracy forms a 
core of ordering work in a logical and consistent manner and cannot be divorced from the 
concept of competencies. 
HRL is grounded in the field of student affairs, and seminal works in this area 
demonstrated the growing belief among academics and practitioners that it was worthy of study 
and professionalization. The American Council on Education (1950) included housing and 
residence life as one of 17 areas in a proper student personnel preparation program. Due to 
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HRL’s goal of becoming educationally purposeful and financially self-sustaining, the concepts of 
Taylor (1911) and Weber (1946) are relevant because the successful modern HRL, by its very 
nature, has specialized work and is, in fact, a bureaucracy. 
The researcher accepts the role and purpose of student affairs philosophy in the HRL 
operation; however, it lacks the specialized skills needed by the contemporary CHO. In essence, 
the general concept of student development lacks the specificity to formulate professional 
requirements (Bloland, Stamatakos, & Rogers, 1994; Stamatakos, 1981).  
In Blimling’s (2001) concept of communities of practice he stated, “To be a student 
affairs practitioner, one must acquire the disposition, philosophy, and informal knowledge that 
unites student affairs with its fundamental purpose” (p. 384). He organized them into the 
educationally focused student learning and student development communities and the 
management-oriented student services and student administration communities. While these four 
communities could all be present at an institution, they have distinct differences. He challenged 
practitioners to “…find a home and professional center by adopting one” (p. 395). 
The researcher believes the same can be said for the HRL profession. His purpose is to 
explore what the experts say and ascertain whether a community of practice exists for future 
CHOs and what competencies comprise such a community.  An HRL operation must be 
educationally purposeful, but whether a CHO’s orientation is more educationally focused or 
management focused has yet to be addressed in the research.   
 Blimling provided a useful framework to analyze the competing demands of the CHO. 
Whether an individual adopts one of the communities may be a personal choice based upon 
education, personal beliefs, or experience. It could also be dictated by his or her supervisor’s 
orientation or the institution’s culture. Or it could be a combination of all of these things. 
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 Table 5 presents Blimling’s four communities. The student learning and student 
development quadrants are steeped in educational philosophy, while the student services and 
student administration quadrants are based on management philosophy. Dewey’s work (1916, 
1928) is obviously present in the social interaction required for the educationally based student 
learning and student development quadrants, and Taylor’s (1911) influence, with modern 
interpretations, forms the basis for student services and student administration with a more 
defined and practical role accorded practitioners. 
 
Table 5 
 
Blimling’s Communities of Practice 
 
  
Educational Based 
Philosophy 
 
  
Management Based Philosophy 
 
 
 
 Student Learning  Student Services  
  
Practitioners as educators 
  
Practitioners as managers 
 
     
 Student Development  Student Administration  
  
Practitioners as experts on 
student development 
  
Practitioners as administrators 
 
Note. Blimling’s definitions are in bold 
     
 
Whereas Blimling provided a student affairs framework, Rogers’ (2003) work on 
innovation and who successfully adopts it to further organizational goals drove his research. He 
theorized that early adopters of new technologies and methods identified problems and issues 
and then facilitated a process to analyze and clarify solutions and routinize the solutions 
throughout an organization. His work on diffusion is based on many traditions. “The roots of 
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diffusion theory trace to Europe about a century ago, when sociology and anthropology were 
emerging as new social sciences” (Rogers, p. 40).   
While Rogers acknowledges the possible biases of diffusion research – especially a pro-
innovation bias – this study is not specifically aimed at diffusion theory itself. Rogers’ work 
explains why the researcher chose the participants he did to form his expert panel.   
Simply put, early adopters are able to find what works and what does not work (Carmeli, 
Gelbard, & Gefen, 2010; Rogers, 2003). Successful CHOs, defined as those who manage change 
and keep their HRLs sustainable and an institutional asset, are these early adopters and should be 
asked about the future competencies required to be successful. They possess subject-matter 
expertise and the ability to find applications for new knowledge. Seasoned CHOs should be able 
to identify and implement new programs, services, methods, and technologies. Whether they 
have a sharper focus may vary from participant to participant. 
CHOs and HRL managers and leaders can be either “hedgehogs” and “foxes,” as defined 
by Berlin (1957). The hedgehog focuses on a primary, all-encompassing idea, and the fox draws 
from many ideas and experiences. Leaders may exhibit the traits of both. The expert panel, 
individually and collectively, may tilt one way or another, and this could have an impact on the 
second and third rounds of the Delphi study, producing more general competencies versus 
specific competencies.   
The participants’ outlook could shape the categorization of the responses and the utility 
of using Blimling’s (2001) model. His dichotomy between educational philosophy-based and 
management philosophy-based communities presents some stark comparisons. It would seem 
that CHOs, with their focus on results, will coalesce around student affairs and student services 
quadrants, but this may not necessarily be the result. 
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The Delphi Technique 
The Delphi technique is used to gather consensus and forecast answers, or solutions, to 
address future questions (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Helmer, 1999; Martino, 1980). Other forms of 
group-consensus gathering exist, but Clayton (1997) dismissed the three other forms (single 
experts, several experts, and round-table consensus) in favor of the Delphi technique. Single 
experts do not provide “sufficient input.” The several-experts method limits “thoughtful input” 
and the “benefit of hearing other responses,” and a round-table consensus can be affected by 
“group dynamics” (p. 374). Furthermore, Uhl (1983) stated that the latter two methods can be 
dominated by individuals and group-conformity pressure, and the anonymity with the Delphi 
technique avoids these problems.   
Linstone and Turoff (1975) detailed three types of Delphi techniques: conventional, real-
time, and policy. The conventional approach allows the experts to thoughtfully reexamine their 
original responses and reevaluate their positions based upon the submissions of the other experts. 
Real-time Delphi is useful for determining consensus more quickly but does not provide for a 
period of reflection, and the policy Delphi is designed to expand upon the researcher’s original 
decision. Neither real-time Delphi or the policy Delphi techniques bring the rich consensus that 
can be delivered through the conventional Delphi (Clayton, 1997; Linstone & Turoff, 1975). The 
purpose of this study is to forecast the competencies required for future CHOs and hence 
required the thoughtful analysis of each expert panel member. For this reason, a conventional 
Delphi was employed.   
The Delphi technique is a system of inquiry based upon both the subjective beliefs of an 
expert panel and their intuition of what the future will bring (Brodeur et al., 2011; Brooks, 1979;  
Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; R. Parente & Anderson-Parente, 2011). Expert opinion, as the only 
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source of information, provides the cornerstone for the process (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). 
Therefore, it is incumbent upon the researcher to take care not to allow his own bias into the 
process. This potential bias holds especially true in the development of the first round of 
questions for the expert panel. 
In preparing for the panel formation, Rowe and Wright (1999) maintain that the Delphi 
technique must include four components. Anonymity of participants, iteration, controlled 
feedback, and aggregation of the group’s response are important to the study. Anonymity, at 
least between panel members, limits social desirability (Edwards, 1957; Fisher, 1993), whereas 
the panel members’ responses may be influenced by what other panel members contribute if they 
are known to each other and they know each other’s responses. Iteration under anonymous 
reporting conditions by the expert panel increases the accuracy of the forecast (Dietz, 1987). 
Controlled feedback consists of providing a factual and concise summary of the previous round 
(Hsu & Sandford, 2007) that reduces the noise produced by dominant personalities (Dalkey & 
Rourke, 1971). Aggregation consists of the pooled responses from the expert panel. In a Delphi 
study, the term specifically refers to comparing the results of the first round to the consensus 
developed in the final round through the iterative process (Rowe & Wright, 1999).  
Summary 
This section provided an overview of the research on competencies related to the study, 
starting with defining competencies, then presenting information on the distinct role of the CHO 
and moving from a broad survey of student affairs competencies and the more specialized area of 
HRL. The HRL studies (Dunkel & Schreiber, 1990, 1992; Porter, 2005) contained overlap 
among the authors and also share common threads with the student affairs body of work. But the 
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HRL studies offered more narrow and practical competencies and did not include student 
development theory or the history of higher education. 
The theoretical framework was presented outlining Taylor’s (1911)  and Weber’s 
(Weber, Gerth, & Mills, 1949) research into the organization of work.  Then the two theoretical 
frameworks used for this study,  Blimling’s communities of practice (2001) and Rogers’ theory 
on innovation (2003), were described.  Finally, the research and literature on the Delphi 
technique was presented. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
This chapter provides a description of the procedures used to implement the study and the 
methods used to organize and analyze the data. The chapter’s components include the statement 
of purpose, the research questions, validity and reliability, instrument development, design of the 
study, participant selection, endorsement of the study, survey procedures, administration of the 
survey, data analysis, researcher bias, and a summary.   
Statement of Purpose 
 The purpose of this study was to forecast the competencies that will be required by CHOs 
in 10 years. HRL possesses a body of knowledge regarding the current state of the art of this 
subject that is disseminated to professionals through a variety of means: bulletins, articles, 
conference presentations and proceedings, and institutes. There are forecasting studies related to 
HRL, but none that address the competencies required for senior leadership to manage a 
successful operation in the future. 
 Porter’s study is still considered the seminal work on CHO competencies, but it was 
published in 2005. Porter even stated that she was glad she conducted her research and published 
her dissertation before the ACPA/NASPA competencies came out because it made her focus 
simpler (Porter, personal communication, April 13, 2015).  
Research Questions 
 The following research questions were addressed in this study: 
1.  What competencies will be required by CHOs in 10 years? 
2. What will be the most important competencies to acquire? 
3. How different will these highly rated competencies be compared to the ACUHO-I 
competencies? 
  39 
4. How will these forecasted competencies align with Blimling’s Communities of 
Practice? 
Validity and Reliability 
Validity focuses on the effectiveness of a research instrument (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010), 
and reliability is concerned with whether an instrument measures something consistently 
(Grinnell & Williams, 1990).   There has been discussion on how validity and reliability are 
measured in forecasting studies.  Hasson, Keeney, and McKenna (2000) sum up the predicament, 
stating, “To date, no consensus exists with regards to the correct standard of methodological 
rigor to apply. Moreover, no definitive evidence exists which demonstrates the reliability or 
validity of the technique” (p. 104).  However, other researchers addressed the concerns regarding 
validity and reliability. 
The conventional Delphi provides its own validity, and if the researcher stays within the 
confines of the technique, there is no reason to add other measures (Skulmoski et al., 2007). Ono 
and Wedemeyer (1994) found that comparing the findings of similar content after time lapses 
produced similar results. 
When using the Delphi technique, reliability is substantiated through careful analysis in 
each round of the iterative process (Adler & Ziglio, 1996; André L. Delbecq, Van de Ven, & 
Gustafson, 1975). Keeney, Hasson, and McKenny (2011) define reliability as “…an examination 
of stability and equivalence of the research conditions and procedures” (p. 96). Day and Bobeva 
(2005) expressed a preference for the term trustworthiness in regard to validity and reliability as 
these concepts relate to a Delphi study. According to Hasson et al. (2000), “Trustworthiness is 
composed of credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability” (p. 103).  
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When using an expert panel versus a non-expert group of subjects, Helmer (1963; 1975) 
found that the final results were reliable. This finding is substantiated by the findings of Ament 
(1970), which demonstrated the reliability of long-range forecasting when using the Delphi 
technique. Welty (1972) supported this finding, especially as it relates to the use of experts and 
non-experts. 
Instrument Development 
A panel of 27 CHOs with varying years of experience who also served on the ACUHO-I 
executive board was formed to participate in the three-round Delphi technique study. If they 
recently retired or left the profession after the study began, they remained eligible. For purposes 
of the study, recently was defined as within one calendar year. 
 The researcher wanted to use the panel’s expertise regarding competencies and did not 
offer a prescribed list for the first round of the study. The competencies submitted during the first 
round through an open-ended request formed the list to be considered in the second and third 
rounds. The researcher did eliminate duplicate submissions. 
 For the second round, these competencies were submitted to the panel for their 
consideration and rating. After receipt of the second round data, the mean was computed for each 
of the competencies. For the third round, the list was ranked in order of highest to lowest mean 
and sent out to the expert panel for them to consider and rate the competencies again. The data at 
the end of the third round produced a ranked list of competencies.  
Design of the Study 
This study used the Delphi technique to obtain a consensus of opinion by CHOs, who are 
the experts, with a three-round iterative process. In addition, five members of the expert panel 
volunteered to be part of an Interview Group for qualitative analysis.  The researcher sent the 
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Interview Group participants the final list of ranked competencies ahead of the interview and 
communicated that they would be asked to comment on the findings, whether the final forecasted 
competencies could fit into one of Blimling’s communities of practice (2001), and whether they 
considered themselves early adopters (Rogers, 2003).  
The researcher did not want to restrict the initial thoughts of the expert panel and 
purposely left the first round question as open-ended because the Delphi technique’s first round 
is used to generate a wide array of options for testing in the later rounds. Remaining open-ended 
during the first round can also lead to an expansion of the scope (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). 
Martino (1972) proposed that expert opinion garnered outside of an organization was especially 
useful when seeking data on a specific subject-matter and stressed the importance of remaining 
relatively unstructured during the first round to elicit a comprehensive list for consideration in 
the later rounds. This approach limits the researcher’s bias by allowing the panel to specify all 
options (Martino, 1980). After the first round, carefully sorting through the raw data to eliminate 
redundancies and presenting a cohesive survey for the second round is an important aspect of the 
technique (Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Skulmoski et al., 2007). The researcher followed these 
prescriptions. 
Participant Selection 
Choosing a panel of experts in a Delphi study presents a series of decision points for the 
researcher. The experts need to possess the skills and proper experience associated with the 
subject-matter (Clayton, 1997). Just as important, panel size contributes to the researcher’s 
ability to properly manage the study. Panel sizes vary (Skulmoski et al., 2007), but the previous 
Delphi studies require experts with experience in specific subject-matter and dictate a range of 
10-30 participants (Andre L. Delbecq & Van De Ven, 1971; Moore, 1987). Building on previous 
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competency research for student affairs and HRL that included Delphi studies (Burkard et al., 
2005; McCuskey, 2003; Porter, 2005; Reynolds, 2011), the researcher wanted to identify a 
prospective panel of at least 25 participants.  
The participating CHOs were selected from ACUHO-I executive board members of the 
past 20 years who are or were CHOs whose institutions house or housed 750 or more residents in 
university-controlled campus accommodations. One of the researcher’s basic assumptions was 
that these CHOs are early adopters (Rogers, 2003), given the complexity of their leadership 
positions at their institutions. The CHOs were selected because of this complexity and because 
the researcher surmised that they would have a number of years in this campus leadership 
position. Porter (2005) included the entire population of CHOs in her seminal work, but her 
study was actually used to build a primary body of knowledge and was done more than 10 years 
ago. The functional areas under the CHOs’ direct supervision may or may not include all 
facilities tasks and dining services. In many large schools, these areas are supervised by other 
professional staff.   
The roster of former and current executive board members is listed on the ACUHO-I 
website (Association of College and University Housing Officers-International, 2014). ACUHO-
I is the preeminent professional organization for university housing professionals. CHOs may 
also be involved with other professional associations, such as ACPA, NASPA, the Association of 
Student Conduct Administration (ASCA), Leadership in Facilities Education (APPA), and the 
National Association of College Auxiliary Services (NACAS). All of these professional 
organizations set standards and provide training to enhance skills and competencies; however, 
this study is focused on the preeminent HRL professional association, ACUHO-I. 
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The researcher reviewed each prospective panelist to guarantee that he or she had been a 
CHO at one point in his or her professional experience. Thirty-six CHOs were identified as 
eligible to participate. The researcher used Microsoft Excel to randomly sort the list and used the 
first 30 names from the sorting process to constitute the expert panel. Invitations to participate 
were sent to the 30 selected CHOs. Twenty-seven responded that they would participate in the 
study, two responded that they would not participate in the study, and one did not respond. 
Endorsement of the Study 
Because this study depends upon the participation of CHOs, an endorsement from the 
ACUHO-I Research Committee was sought and obtained. Given the focus of ACUHO-I, 
professional obligations, and the possibility that this study will provide insight into the future 
competencies, it made sense to secure this endorsement (N. Dunkel, personal communication, 
February 6, 2015). Additionally, obtaining the support of professional associations increases the 
likelihood of survey participation (Berdie, Anderson, & Niebuhr, 1986; Clayton, 1997). No 
financial support for the researcher was requested through ACUHO-I or Eastern Michigan 
University, and no remuneration was offered to the study’s participants. 
The goal was to maintain 10-30 experts with the proper skills and experience as dictated 
by the study and research on the Delphi technique (Clayton, 1997; Andre L. Delbecq & Van De 
Ven, 1971; Moore, 1987). This condition was met. Twenty-six of the panel members completed 
the first round, 24 of the panel members completed the second round, and 21 of the panel 
members completed the third-round survey. Panel members who did not submit their answers 
from a given round were eliminated for the next round. 
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Survey Procedures 
The first round consisted of asking the expert panel an open-ended question: “Based upon 
your professional experience as a CHO, what competencies will be required by CHOs in 10 
years?” There was no stated expectation as to the number of competencies that a panelist might 
list. The participants were encouraged to consider and draw from all of their self-defined sources, 
such as job experience, research, class work, and knowledge gained from professional 
associations, including professional standards. At the conclusion of the first round, the researcher 
eliminated duplication from the full list of competencies.  
Demographic information was also collected from the expert panel, including gender,  
race, the highest degree attained (MA/MS/Specialist, MBA, JD, PhD/EdD), whether the panelist 
considered himself or herself an early adopter as defined by Rogers (2003), years of experience 
as a CHO, institutional size, and number of beds under the panelist’s supervision.   
Anonymity is possible when using Qualtrics (Snow & Mann, 2013).  Expert panel 
anonymity is important in Delphi studies because it protects and promotes the value of the 
minority opinion after the first round of the survey (Yousuf, 2007). 
For the second round, the researcher submitted the competencies identified in the first 
round to the expert panel, requesting them to rate each identified competency using the following 
question: “What will be the most important competencies to possess or acquire in 10 years?” 
Respondents were asked to rate their choices using a five-point Likert-type scale. This scale uses 
the following five ratings: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly 
agree; 5 = strongly agree. After receipt of all of the data or at the end of the defined time for 
submission, the aggregated responses were compiled.  
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During the third round, the expert panel was asked to consider the new list of 
competencies ranked by mean asking the same question—“What will be the most important 
competencies to possess or acquire in 10 years?”—from the second round. The same Likert-type 
five-point scale was used to rate the responses. The same demographic information collected 
during the first round was collected again during the third round.  The expert panelists were also 
given the opportunity to submit any comments, observations, or clarifications regarding the list 
of competencies. At the conclusion of the submission period, the data were compiled. Consensus 
was determined using two measures associated with Delphi studies:  a certain level of agreement 
(CLA) and the average percent of majority opinion (APMO), which have been used in 
forecasting studies (Chakravarti, Vasanta, Krishnan, & Dubash, 1998; Cottam, Roe, & 
Challacombe, 2004; von der Gracht, 2012).  
The competencies that met both the set CLA and APMO levels of consensus composed 
the competencies required by CHOs in 10 years. The study used a level of consensus of 95% for 
both measures. 
This final ranked list of competencies was sent to the five members of the volunteer 
interview group prior to the scheduled interview.  These results provided the basis in requesting 
their comments on the findings, whether the final forecasted competencies could fit into one of 
Blimling’s communities of practice (2001), and whether they considered themselves early 
adopters (Rogers, 2003).   These interviews were recorded with permission and as such, only a 
limited level of anonymity could be accorded to the participating CHOs. 
Administration of the Survey 
 The researcher is a member of ACUHO-I and was able to access the emails of the 
selected panel members from the Association’s website portal. He sent all of the materials 
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related to the invitation from his Eastern Michigan University email account and received the 
consent on the same email account.   
Qualtrics, an Internet-based research tool, was used to disseminate and collect the 
participants’ submissions during the three rounds. This tool provides anonymity through the 
process and has been used for educational research (Snow & Mann, 2013). For participants who 
may have been more comfortable with a written form of the surveys, a hard copy of each round 
was offered, but none of the participants selected this form.   
Data Analysis 
 The panel submissions during the first round generated the initial data set to frame 
Research Question 1, which asked what competencies would be required by CHOs in 10 years. 
The researcher carefully transferred the data to provide a list of competencies for the expert 
panel to consider in the second round. He took care to eliminate duplication while being mindful 
of his own biases.  
During the second round, the list of identified competencies was submitted to the panel. 
Each panelist was asked to rate each of the items using a five-point Likert-type scale with these 
ratings: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly 
agree. Upon receipt of the ratings, the researcher computed the mean for each of the 
competencies and arranged the list of competencies in order from the highest mean to the lowest 
mean. 
 During the third round, the list now ranked by mean, was submitted to the expert panel 
for consideration. Where competencies had the same mean, they were sorted by alphabetical 
order.  The panelists were asked to rate the competencies again after reviewing the ordered list 
using the same five-point Likert-type scale. This round provided the raw data to address 
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Research Question 2, which sought to identify the most important competencies required by a 
CHO in 10 years. 
The third-round results were gathered and analyzed using two measures of consensus: a 
certain level of agreement (CLA) and the average percent majority opinion (APMO). Measures 
of consensus are used to analyze Delphi studies as supported in the research (Cottam et al., 2004; 
von der Gracht, 2012). The study employed a CLA cut-off rate of 95% as the primary measure of 
consensus, and an APMO with a 95% cut-off rate as the secondary and subordinate measure of 
consensus. 
The CLA is computed by adding all items that were in agreement (either slightly agree, 
signified by a 4 on the Likert-type scale, or strongly agree, signified by a 5 on the Likert-type 
scale) and then dividing that number by the total number of responses for that item. CLA 
consensus can be met with a minimum  80% level of agreement (Islam, Dinwoodie, & Roe, 
2006; Putnam, Spiegel, & Bruininks, 1995). The computation is presented in Figure 1. 
CLA =   Strong agree + slightly agree   
  Total number of opinions 
expressed 
 
    
Figure 1.  Computation for Certain Level of Agreement (CLA) 
The APMO cut-off rate is computed by adding the number of opinions agreeing with 
each item, in this case, those items that received either an agreement rating (slightly agree, 
signified by a 4 on the Likert-type scale, or strongly agree, signified by a 5 on the Likert-type 
scale) and those items that received a disagreement rating (either slightly disagree, signified by a 
2 on the Likert-type scale, or a strongly disagree, signified by 1 on the Likert-type scale), which 
produced the number of majority opinions. This summed number is then divided by the sum of 
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all opinions that received “agree,” “disagree,” and “neutral” (signified by 3 on the Likert-type 
scale). The result is the APMO cut-off rate.  The APMO cut-off rate is different than the stated 
APMO of the research and provides a guideline for consensus measurement.  Research studies 
can use a higher APMO rate when the purpose is to determine the consensus at a pre-determined 
rate. 
The computation for the APMO is illustrated in Figure 2. 
  
APMO =   Number of opinions agreeing + number of opinions disagreeing  
  Total number of opinions expressed  
  
Figure 2.  Computation for the Average Percent of Majority Opinion (APMO) 
 
This analyzed data provided the final list of competencies required by CHOs in 10 years, 
using the CLA and the APMO. The CLA was considered to be the primary measure of 
consensus, with the APMO serving as the subordinate measure of consensus. The final 
competencies must have met a 95% cut-off on both measures of consensus. 
This list was compared to the current list of ACUHO-I competencies to address Research 
Question 3, which sought to compare these highly rated competencies with the current ACUHO-
I set of competencies. The identified competencies were aligned with the appropriate ACUHO-I 
competency. 
The competencies making up the final list were also aligned with Blimling’s (2001) four 
communities to address Research Question 4. This was done after the researcher considered the 
comments from the volunteer interview group regarding Blimling’s applicability. They were 
asked to consider whether the individual competencies are aligned with Blimling’s (2001) 
communities of practice in their professional judgment and, if so, in which quadrant: student 
learning, student development, student services, student administration, or a combination.   
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According to Blimling (2001), the educational-based philosophy is composed of the 
student learning perspective, which is grounded in learning theory, and the student development 
perspective, which is grounded in human-development theory. Student learning is based upon the 
student affairs professional being a partner in an institution’s mission with results measured by 
institutional indicators, whether these are proprietary or shared through a defined affiliation. 
Student development is viewed as the belief that student affairs professionals are equals with 
faculty in developing the student as a person and is measured by various surveys and inventories 
(p. 392).  
Blimling’s (2001) management-based philosophy, which includes the student services 
and student administration quadrants, is grounded in the practice of the student affairs 
professional as a manager or administrator in supporting the institution and the academic 
mission, respectively. The former perspective uses business practices and theories, while the 
latter perspective is focused on the quality of student life and measured by such things as 
retention rates. The purpose of this qualitative research was to explore Blimling’s (2001) 
philosophy and to determine whether the competencies can readily be categorized into an 
existing theoretical framework.   
Researcher Bias 
Educational research is subjective. A researcher’s bias can become evident based upon 
his or her own philosophy and experience. This bias can shape the questions that are asked and 
the way they are asked, what is defined as a positive result, and how the data are presented 
(Atkinson, Heath, & Chenail, 1991; Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). 
 This researcher’s bias is grounded in 30 years of experience in higher education, mostly 
in HRL, in large public institutions where the institution or specific position required task 
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orientation due to staffing levels or the position specifications. He also possesses degrees in two 
fields of social science and a keen interest in history, which shapes his orientation. 
He was mindful of these biases, and the use of the Delphi technique, where the expert 
panel shapes the research through an anonymous, iterative process to produce the data through 
controlled feedback, reduced his influence, as is commonly understood in the literature regarding 
this technique (Skulmoski et al., 2007). Fidelity to this technique controls for researcher bias 
(Skulmoski et al., 2007). According to Hsu and Sandford (2007), bias found in Delphi studies is 
not related to the purpose of the study. Furthermore, the Delphi technique, when used properly, 
provides the basis for reducing researcher bias (Keeney et al., 2011). 
The researcher’s bias was a major concern during the analysis of the first round, in 
particular, determining duplication (Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Williams & Webb, 1994). Therefore, 
the researcher was focused on representing the expert panel’s submitted competencies exactly as 
they intended. In instances where there was any doubt as to whether a submitted competency was 
a duplication, the researcher submitted both competencies for consideration in the second round. 
The guiding principle was to be more, rather than less, inclusive. 
Summary 
In conclusion, this chapter presented the statement of purpose, the research questions, and 
the definitions of validity and reliability in relation to the study. Following those elements, the 
specifics regarding the study were outlined, including the instrument development, the design of 
the study, the participant selection, the endorsement of the study by ACUHO-I, the survey 
procedures, and the administration of the survey. 
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Chapter 4: Results 
Chapter 4 presents a review of the results of the study as they relate to the research 
questions. Data collection and design, panel responses, respondent demographics, and the 
researcher’s findings as they pertain to each research question compose the parts of this chapter. 
Data Collection and Research Design 
 Invitations to participate in the study, which included the consent letter (Appendix A), 
Eastern Michigan University Institutional Review Board’s approval letter (Appendix B), and the 
ACUHO-I Research Committee’s endorsement (Appendix C) were sent to 30 CHOs who had 
served on the Association’s executive board. Two prospective panel members decided not to take 
part in the study due to competing commitments. One prospective panel member did not respond 
to the request. This resulted in a panel of 27 experts. 
The 27 experts were sent the first round question, which asked them to list what they 
believed would be the competencies required by CHOs in 10 years. No limit was suggested, and 
no rating scale was provided. The following demographic information was collected from each 
member: gender,  race, the highest degree attained (MA/MS/Specialist, MBA, JD, PhD/EdD), 
whether the panelist considered himself or herself an early adopter as defined by Rogers (2003), 
years of experience as a CHO, institutional size, and number of beds under the panelist’s 
supervision.  The panel members were asked to complete this round within two weeks. 
Twenty-six (26) panel members completed the first round, and their data were used to 
frame the survey for the second and third rounds. One expert panelist did not complete the 
survey during this round.  During the first round the panel members identified 113 competencies. 
The raw data were analyzed, and duplicate answers were eliminated. If two or more submitted 
competencies were similar but the researcher did not judge them to be the same, they were listed 
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individually. The researcher believed it was more important to be as inclusive as possible and 
minimize his possible bias. 
The 113 identified competencies were arranged in alphabetical order and sent to the 26 
panelists in the second round, with a request to complete the survey within two weeks. They 
were asked to consider each of the 113 competencies and to rate each one on whether it would be 
required by a CHO in 10 years, using this Likert-type scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly 
disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly agree.  The expert panelists were again 
asked to submit their demographic information again.  Twenty-four (24) expert panel members 
completed the second round. Upon receipt of all of the data from the second round, the mean was 
computed for each competency, and a ranked list was generated with competencies in mean 
order from highest to lowest. 
The adjusted competency list of 113 items in highest to lowest mean order was sent to the 
remaining 24 panel members during the third round. They were once again asked to complete it 
within two weeks and use the same Likert-type scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly 
disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly agree. They were also given the opportunity 
to submit any comments, observations, or clarifications regarding the list of competencies. 
Twenty-one (21) of the expert panel members completed the third round, and seven submitted 
comments and observations. 
Demographics of the Expert Panel 
The 21 panelists who completed the third round were asked demographic information 
about their gender, race, highest level of educational attainment, whether they considered 
themselves to be an early adopter (Rogers, 2003), their number of years as a CHO, the size of 
their institutions, and the bed size of their institutions.   
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Of those who completed all three rounds, the majority identified as female and the 
participants were overwhelmingly Caucasian, making up 20 of the 21 panelists.  In regard to 
educational attainment, 15 of the panelists possessed an M.A., M.S., or specialist degree. Three 
had M.B.A.s and nine had either a Ph.D. or Ed.D. None of the panelists reported possessing a 
J.D.  Five of the panelists considered themselves early adopters as defined by Rogers. Six 
panelists did not consider themselves early adopters, and 10 did not recognize Rogers’ work.  
The total number of years of experience as a CHO ranged from one year to 27 years. The 
institutional size when the panelist served as CHO ranged from 5,500 to 50,000 students. The 
number of beds at the institution with the same condition ranged from 855 to 13,000.   
Table 6 presents the gender demographics of the 21 expert panel members who 
completed all three rounds of the Delphi technique surveys.  None of the participants identified 
as transgendered. 
Table 6 
Expert Panel Self-Identified Gender from the Third Round 
Gender n % 
Female 12 57 
Male 9 43 
Transgendered 0 0 
Total 21 100 
 
The racial composition of the expert panel is shown in Table 7.  Only one of the 
participants self-identified as an individual from a traditionally underrepresented group. 
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Table 7 
Expert Panel Self-Identified Race from the Third Round 
Race n % 
African American 0 0 
Asian/Pacific Islander 0 0 
Caucasian 20 95% 
Latino 1 5% 
Native American 0 0 
Total 21 100% 
 
 All of the expert panelists possessed a degree beyond the bachelor’s level.  Eight of these 
participants had a terminal degree.  The results are displayed in Table 8. 
Table 8 
Expert Panel Self-Identified Educational Attainment from the Third Round 
Educational Attainment n % 
M.A./MS/Specialist 10 48% 
MBA 3 14% 
JD 0 0 
PhD/EdD 8 38% 
Total 21 100% 
 
 The researcher used Rogers’(2003) theory of innovation  and early adopter as one part of 
selecting an expert panel.  The other component in the selection of experts was service on the 
ACUHO-I executive board.  In the third round of the survey the panelists were asked if they 
considered themselves early adopters.  Under one-quarter of the panelists considered themselves 
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early adopters and close to half of the panelists expressed that they were not familiar with the 
theory.  The results are shown in Table 9. 
Table 9 
Expert Panel Self-Identified Consideration as an Early Adopter from the Third Round 
Early Adopter n % 
Yes 5 23% 
No 6 29% 
Not familiar with Rogers’ 
Theory 
10 48% 
Total 21 100% 
 
 Table 10 presents the number of years that each expert panel member has served as a 
CHO.   The years of service are grouped in five year ranges.   
Table 10 
Expert Panel Self-Identified Years as Chief Housing Officer (CHO) from the Third Round 
Years as CHO Displayed in 
Five Year Ranges 
n % 
 
1-5 
 
4 
 
19% 
6-10 4 19% 
11-15 3 14% 
16-20 4 19% 
21-25 3 14% 
26-30 2 10% 
31-35 1 5% 
Total 21 100% 
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 The expert panelists were asked to submit their institutional sizes (total enrollment).  The 
results were grouped into ranges of 5,000 enrolled students.  The results are shown in Table 11. 
Table 11 
Expert Panel Self-Identified Institutional Size from the Third Round 
Institutional Size Displayed 
in 5,000 Enrollment Ranges 
n % 
5,000 – 10,000 2 9.5% 
10,001 – 15,000 4 19% 
15,001 – 20,000 4 19% 
20,001 – 25,000 2 9.5% 
25,001 – 30,000 2 9.5% 
30,001 – 35,000 2 9.5% 
35,001 – 40,000 2 9.5% 
40,001 – 45,000 2 9.5% 
45,001 – 50,000 1 5% 
Total 21 100% 
   
 Table 12 presents the bed counts from the expert panel’s institutions.  Except for the first 
range (750 – 1,000 beds), all of the counts are grouped into a range reflecting 5,000 beds.  
Table 12 
Expert Panel Self-Identified Bed Count from the Third Round 
Bed Count n % 
750 – 1,000 1 5% 
1,001 – 5,000 8 38% 
5,001 – 10,000 8 38% 
10,001 – 13,000 4 19% 
Total 21 100% 
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Research Question 1 
Research Question 1 asked what competencies would be required by CHOs in 10 years. 
To produce the data for analysis the expert panel was sent three rounds of surveys asking each 
member of the expert panel to draw upon their professional expertise and experience to generate 
a list of competencies and then rank the competencies. 
First round survey 
During the first round of the Delphi technique used for this study the expert panelists 
were asked the following question, “Based upon your professional expertise and experience as a 
CHO, and drawing from your vast background, such as job experience, education, professional 
involvement, please identify what competencies will be required by CHOs in 10 years? There are 
no limits or constraints in answering this question. For the purpose of this study competencies 
are defined as the essential skills needed for a staff member to perform his or her work and are 
stated in clear language (Gebbie & Merrill, 2002)”. This question was sent to the 27 participants 
who consented to take part in the study. 
Twenty-six (26) of the 27 participants completed the first round questionnaire. After 
duplicate answers were eliminated, a list of required competencies was generated, totaling 113 
separate items. These competencies are listed alphabetically Table 13.  
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Table 13 
Competencies Identified by the Expert Panel in the First Round in Alphabetical Order 
Competency 
Ability to collaborate 
Ability to develop and champion ideas 
Ability to motivate and inspire 
Ability to work with a changing student population 
Accounting 
Adaptability 
Advocating for the student voice 
All of the competencies delineated by Dr. Diane Porter-Roberts 
Application of environmental theory 
Assessment 
Awareness of industry trends 
Building relationships 
Business skills 
Capital development and projects 
Clear communication 
Coalition building 
Common sense 
Community development 
Complex problem solving 
Conflict management and resolution 
Connecting with students 
Construction 
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Table 13.  Continued. 
Competency 
Contract management 
Crisis Management 
Critical thinking 
Demonstrating value 
Developing and implementing academic initiatives 
Developing and implementing academic partnerships 
Developing respect within the department and campus community 
Development 
Effective use of campus resources and partnerships 
Empathy 
Enhancing enrollment and graduation rates 
Establishing partnerships 
Ethical decision-making 
Evaluation 
Facilitating win-win decisions 
Facilities management 
Financial planning and management 
Forecasting 
Fundraising 
Global issues and citizenship 
Grievance processes 
Human development 
Human resources 
Inclusive excellence 
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Table 13.  Continued. 
Competency 
Increasing student engagement 
Informed decision-making on program planning and resource allocation 
Inventory control and management 
Job experience 
Justifying why housing exists 
Knowledge of dining services 
Knowledge of living-learning best practices 
Knowledge of policy 
Knowledge of safety and security 
Knowledge of student trends 
Labor management 
Leadership 
Legal knowledge 
Legislative knowledge 
Listening 
Management 
Managing and developing complex budgets 
Managing change 
Managing multiple priorities 
Marketing 
Master planning 
Mental health case management 
Multicultural competence 
Occupancy management 
Organizational development 
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Table 13.  Continued. 
Competency 
Personnel management 
Planning 
Political savvy 
Preventative maintenance and life cycle planning 
Program development in response to student learning outcomes 
Project management 
Public speaking 
Purchasing and contracting 
Regulation 
Renovation 
Research skills 
Resilience 
Social media and connecting with students 
Staff evaluation 
Staff recruitment 
Staff retention 
Staff supervision 
Staff training 
Strategic planning 
Student development 
Student well-being issues 
Sustainability 
Understanding and comfort with technology 
Understanding and managing diversity 
Understanding compliance issues 
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Table 13.  Continued. 
Competency 
Understanding equity 
Understanding how people learn and make meaning 
Understanding memorandums of agreement 
Understanding multigenerational work place dynamics 
Understanding of international landscape 
Understanding of public private partnerships 
Understanding of social justice 
Understanding politics 
Understanding service-level agreements 
Understanding student behavior 
Understanding the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Clery Act, the Violence Against 
Women Act and related statutes and potential liabilities 
Understanding the cost of higher education 
Understanding youth culture 
Verbal communication 
Vision 
Written communication 
 
Second round survey. 
The alphabetized list of 113 competencies identified by the expert panel was then sent out 
to the 26 continuing participants. They were asked to review the list of first round competencies 
and, based upon their professional expertise, to rate each competency on whether it would be 
required by CHOs in 10 years, using this Likert-type scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly 
disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly agree.   
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Twenty-four (24) of the 26 expert panelists completed the second-round questionnaire. 
The mean of each competency was computed and then ordered in highest-to-lowest mean.  The 
results of the second round survey in mean order are shown in Table 14. 
Table 14 
Competencies Ranked by Mean by the Expert Panel in the Second Round 
 
 
Rank Competency Mean 
1 Ability to collaborate 4.92 
2 Managing change 4.88 
3 Financial planning and management 4.83 
4 Political savvy 4.83 
5 Complex problem solving 4.79 
6 Ethical decision-making 4.79 
7 Strategic planning 4.79 
8 Vision 4.79 
9 Building relationships 4.75 
10 Managing multiple priorities 4.75 
11 Critical thinking 4.71 
12 Establishing partnerships 4.71 
13 Informed decision-making on program planning and resource allocation 4.71 
14 Leadership 4.71 
15 Planning 4.67 
16 Developing respect within the department and campus community 4.63 
17 Verbal communication 4.63 
18 Written communication 4.63 
19 Ability to develop and champion ideas 4.58 
20 Clear communication 4.58 
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Table 14.  Continued 
Rank Competency Mean 
21 Effective use of campus resources and partnerships 4.58 
22 Managing and developing complex budgets 4.58 
23 Coalition building 4.54 
24 Listening 4.54 
25 Master planning 4.54 
26 Multicultural competence 4.54 
27 Occupancy management 4.54 
28 Understanding and managing diversity 4.54 
29 Understanding politics 4.54 
30 Understanding the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Clery Act, the 
Violence Against Women Act and related statutes and potential 
liabilities 
4.54 
31 Understanding the cost of higher education 4.54 
32 Ability to work with a changing student population 4.50 
33 Assessment 4.50 
34 Resilience 4.50 
35 Understanding compliance issues 4.50 
36 Common sense 4.48 
37 Adaptability 4.46 
38 Awareness of industry trends 4.46 
39 Business skills 4.46 
40 Conflict management and resolution 4.46 
41 Developing and implementing academic partnerships 4.46 
42 Forecasting 4.46 
43 Knowledge of student trends 4.46 
44 Ability to motivate and inspire 4.42 
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Table 14.  Continued. 
Rank Competency Rank 
45 Crisis Management 4.42 
46 Facilities management 4.42 
47 Management 4.42 
48 Capital development and projects 4.38 
49 Demonstrating value 4.38 
50 Personnel management 4.38 
51 Understanding and comfort with technology 4.38 
52 Enhancing enrollment and graduation rates 4.33 
53 Organizational development 4.33 
54 Understanding of public private partnerships 4.33 
55 Knowledge of safety and security 4.29 
56 Renovation 4.29 
57 Staff supervision 4.29 
58 Understanding student behavior 4.29 
59 Understanding equity 4.26 
60 Advocating for the student voice 4.25 
61 Global issues and citizenship 4.25 
62 Justifying why housing exists 4.25 
63 Legal knowledge 4.25 
64 Understanding of international landscape 4.22 
65 Human resources 4.21 
66 Knowledge of policy 4.21 
67 Legislative knowledge 4.21 
68 Staff retention 4.21 
69 Understanding memorandums of agreement 4.21 
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Table 14.  Continued. 
Rank Competency Mean 
70 Understanding multigenerational work-place dynamics 4.21 
71 Construction 4.17 
72 Developing and implementing academic initiatives 4.17 
73 Project management 4.17 
74 Public speaking 4.17 
75 Evaluation 4.13 
76 Facilitating win-win decisions 4.13 
77 Knowledge of living-learning best practices 4.13 
78 Staff recruitment 4.13 
79 Understanding of social justice 4.13 
80 Increasing student engagement 4.08 
81 Student development 4.08 
82 Student well-being issues 4.08 
83 Community development 4.04 
84 Consumer-driven decision-making 4.04 
85 Inclusive excellence 4.04 
86 Job experience 4.04 
87 Labor management 4.04 
88 Mental health case management 4.00 
89 Preventative maintenance and life-cycle planning 4.00 
90 Staff evaluation 4.00 
91 Program development in response to student learning outcomes 3.96 
92 Regulation 3.96 
93 Sustainability 3.92 
94 Connecting with students 3.88 
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Table 14.  Continued 
Rank Competency Mean 
95 Empathy 3.88 
96 Social media and connecting with students 3.87 
97 All of the competencies delineated by Dr. Diane Porter-Roberts 3.83 
98 Contract management 3.83 
99 Staff training 3.82 
100 Human development 3.75 
101 Purchasing and contracting 3.75 
102 Knowledge of dining services 3.71 
103 Understanding how people learn and make meaning 3.71 
104 Understanding service-level agreements 3.71 
105 Grievance processes 3.67 
106 Understanding youth culture 3.67 
107 Marketing 3.63 
108 Development 3.54 
109 Accounting 3.50 
110 Application of environmental theory 3.38 
111 Fundraising 3.29 
112 Inventory control and management 3.21 
113 Research skills 3.21 
   
Third round survey. 
The list of competencies ranked by mean order was then sent to the remaining 24 
participants for the third round of the study. They were asked to consider the ranked list of 
second-round competencies and, based upon their expertise, to rate each competency on whether 
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it will be required by CHOs in 10 years, using this Likert-type scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = 
slightly disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly agree. The expert panelists were 
also given the opportunity to comment on the results that they had received in the third round.  
Twenty-one (21) panel members out of the 24 remaining members completed the third-round 
survey.   The mean for each competency was computed and then the data were rank ordered from 
the highest mean to the lowest mean. The results of the third round of the survey are displayed in 
Table 15. 
Table 15  
Competencies Ranked by Mean by the Expert Panel in the Third Round  
Rank Competency Mean 
1 Financial planning and management 4.90 
2 Establishing partnerships 4.76 
3 Ethical decision-making 4.76 
4 Managing change 4.76 
5 Ability to collaborate 4.71 
6 Building relationships 4.71 
7 Managing multiple priorities 4.71 
8 Political savvy 4.71 
9 Strategic planning 4.71 
10 Vision 4.71 
11 Complex problem solving 4.67 
12 Leadership 4.67 
13 Clear communication 4.62 
14 Understanding service level agreements 4.57 
15 Critical thinking 4.52 
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Table 15.  Continued. 
Rank Competency Mean 
16 Effective use of campus resources and partnerships 4.52 
17 Informed decision-making on program planning and resource allocation 4.48 
18 Listening 4.48 
19 Planning 4.48 
20 Understanding compliance issues 4.43 
21 Developing respect within the department and campus community 4.33 
22 Managing and developing complex budgets 4.33 
23 Written communication 4.33 
24 Coalition building 4.29 
25 Crisis Management 4.29 
26 Verbal communication 4.29 
27 Assessment 4.24 
28 Ability to develop and champion ideas 4.19 
29 Adaptability 4.19 
30 Master planning 4.19 
31 Ability to motivate and inspire 4.14 
32 Common sense 4.14 
33 Conflict management and resolution 4.14 
34 Facilities management 4.14 
35 Knowledge of student trends 4.14 
36 Management 4.14 
37 Occupancy management 4.14 
38 Personnel management 4.14 
39 Knowledge of safety and security 4.10 
40 Understanding equity 4.10 
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Table 15.  Continued. 
Rank Competency Mean 
41 Awareness of industry trends 4.05 
42 Business skills 4.05 
43 Forecasting 4.05 
44 Multicultural competence 4.05 
45 Ability to work with a changing student population 4.00 
46 Renovation 4.00 
47 Understanding the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Clery Act, the 
Violence Against Women Act and related statutes and potential 
liabilities 
4.00 
48 Understanding the cost of higher education 4.00 
49 Capital development and projects 3.95 
50 Project management 3.95 
51 Resilience 3.95 
52 Global issues and citizenship 3.90 
53 Human resources 3.90 
54 Knowledge of policy 3.90 
55 Public speaking 3.90 
56 Understanding politics 3.90 
57 Advocating for the student voice 3.86 
58 Construction 3.86 
59 Developing and implementing academic partnerships 3.86 
60 Staff supervision 3.86 
61 Preventative maintenance and life-cycle planning 3.85 
62 Student well-being issues 3.85 
63 Demonstrating value 3.81 
64 Justifying why housing exists 3.81 
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Table 15.  Continued. 
Rank Competency Mean 
65 Understanding and comfort with technology 3.81 
66 Facilitating win-win decisions 3.80 
67 Job experience 3.79 
68 Empathy 3.76 
69 Understanding and managing diversity 3.76 
70 Understanding of international landscape 3.76 
71 Enhancing enrollment and graduation rates 3.71 
72 Legal knowledge 3.71 
73 Organizational development 3.71 
74 Understanding how people learn and make meaning 3.71 
75 Understanding of social justice 3.71 
76 Knowledge of living-learning best practices 3.70 
77 Connecting with students 3.67 
78 Understanding of public private partnerships 3.67 
79 Community development 3.65 
80 Evaluation 3.65 
81 Staff recruitment 3.65 
82 Developing and implementing academic initiatives 3.62 
83 Marketing 3.60 
84 Staff retention 3.57 
85 Understanding multigenerational work-place dynamics 3.57 
86 Mental health case management 3.55 
87 Legislative knowledge 3.52 
88 Increasing student engagement 3.50 
89 Staff evaluation 3.50 
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Table 15.  Continued. 
Rank Competency Mean 
90 Program development in response to student learning outcomes 3.48 
91 Understanding student behavior 3.48 
92 Consumer-driven decision-making 3.45 
93 Inclusive excellence 3.45 
94 Labor management 3.45 
95 Social media and connecting with students 3.43 
96 Regulation 3.38 
97 Sustainability 3.38 
98 Contract management 3.33 
99 Understanding memorandums of agreement 3.33 
100 Student development 3.30 
101 Knowledge of dining services 3.29 
102 All of the competencies delineated by Dr. Diane Porter-Roberts 3.24 
103 Development 3.14 
104 Purchasing and contracting 3.14 
105 Grievance processes 3.10 
106 Understanding youth culture 3.10 
107 Human development 3.05 
108 Staff training 3.05 
109 Application of environmental theory 2.95 
110 Fundraising 2.90 
111 Research skills 2.90 
112 Accounting 2.76 
113 Inventory control and management 2.57 
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Third round comments from the expert panelists. 
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the expert panelists were given the opportunity to 
submit any comments, observations, or clarifications regarding the list of competencies during 
the third round. Seven of the 21 panelists submitted comments. The limited results suggest 
concern around the uniqueness of the CHO position relative to the size and type of an institution, 
demonstrated by the comments listed below: 
 
 “While the CHO should have a number of skills and competencies, each position 
is unique based upon the organization.” 
 
“There are the skills that CHOs need to bring to the position, there are those can 
be acquired in the position, and there are those that you hire the right people to be 
on your staff to bring that specific skill set.” 
 
“I think some of these (all?) are specific to the institution you work at, the type of 
institution, the culture dynamics at your institution, who your supervisor is and 
what they need, etc.” 
 
Research Question 2 
  Research Question 2 asked, “What will be the most important competencies to 
acquire?”   This question was asked of the expert panel in both the second round and third round 
as part of the iterative process.  During the second round the expert panelists were asked to rank 
all of the competencies submitted in the first round using the following five-point Likert-type 
scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly 
agree.  After the second round the list was ranked by the mean of each item and sent out for 
consideration by the expert panel using the same Likert-type scale. 
At the conclusion of the third round the list as ranked in mean order by the expert panel 
was examined.  Using a 95% level of consensus measurement with the CLA and a 95% level of 
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consensus measurement with the APMO the researcher identified 20 competencies that would be 
required by CHOs in 10 years. 
Top 20 competencies required for Chief Housing Officers in 10 years. 
The final list of 20 required competencies are shown in Table 16.  The ranking was 
determined by using the following order: CLA, APMO, and then the mean of the competency 
from the third round as determined by the expert panelists. The ranking number demonstrates 
order and whether the individual competency was tied with another individual competency.  
Table 16 
Top 20 Required Competencies for Chief Housing Officers in 10 Years 
Rank Competency CLA APMO Mean 
1 Financial planning and management 100.00% 100.00% 4.90 
2 Establishing partnerships 100.00% 100.00% 4.76 
2 Managing change 100.00% 100.00% 4.76 
3 Building relationships 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
3 Managing multiple priorities 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
3 Political savvy 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
3 Strategic planning 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
4 Complex problem solving 100.00% 100.00% 4.67 
4 Leadership 100.00% 100.00% 4.67 
5 Clear communication 100.00% 100.00% 4.62 
6 Critical thinking 95.24% 100.00% 4.52 
7 Ethical decision-making 95.24% 95.24% 4.76 
8 Ability to collaborate 95.24% 95.24% 4.71 
8 Vision 95.24% 95.24% 4.71 
9 Understanding service-level agreements 95.24% 95.24% 4.57 
10 Effective use of campus resources and 
partnerships 
95.24% 95.24% 4.52 
11 Listening 95.24% 95.24% 4.48 
11 Planning 95.24% 95.24% 4.48 
12 Managing and developing complex 
budgets 
95.24% 95.24% 4.33 
13 Facilities management 95.24% 95.24% 4.14 
 
  75 
Top 10 competencies required for Chief Housing Officers in 10 years. 
Ten of the competencies reached a 100% measure of consensus under both the CLA and 
the APMO. These competencies were financial planning and management, establishing 
partnerships, managing change, political savvy, strategic planning, complex problem solving, 
leadership, and clear communication. The competencies eliminated from consideration when 
using only those competencies that received a 100% measure of consensus on both the CLA and 
APMO in were critical thinking, ethical decision-making, ability to collaborate, vision, 
understanding service-level agreements, effective use of campus resources and partnerships, 
listening, planning, managing and developing complex budgets, and facilities management.  The 
top 10 competencies are presented in Table 17. 
Table 17 
Top 10 Required Competencies for Chief Housing Officers in 10 Years 
Rank Competency CLA APMO Mean 
1 Financial planning and management 100.00% 100.00% 4.90 
2 Establishing partnerships 100.00% 100.00% 4.76 
2 Managing change 100.00% 100.00% 4.76 
3 Building relationships 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
3 Managing multiple priorities 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
3 Political savvy 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
3 Strategic planning 100.00% 100.00% 4.71 
4 Complex problem solving 100.00% 100.00% 4.67 
4 Leadership 100.00% 100.00% 4.67 
5 Clear communication 100.00% 100.00% 4.62 
 
Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 asked, “How different will these highly rated competencies be from 
the ACUHO-I competencies?” As detailed in Chapter 2, the ACUHO-I competency domains 
comprise 12 broad areas of expertise and each competency domain is supported by more detailed 
sub-domains with prescribed subcompetencies.   
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Table 18 presents the comparison of ACUHO-I competency domains and the final list of 
competencies identified by the study’s expert panel.  
Table 18 
 
Comparison of ACUHO-I Competency Domains and Top 20 Competencies Required 
for Chief Housing Officers in 10 Years 
 
ACUHO-I Competency Domain 
 
Top 20 Competencies Required by Chief Housing 
Officers in 10 Years  
 
Ancillary Partnerships 
 
None 
Conference Services None 
Crisis Management None 
Dining Services None 
Evaluation/Planning Planning, strategic planning 
Facilities Management Facilities management 
Fiscal Resources and Control Effective use of campus resources and partnerships 
Financial planning and management                      
Managing and developing complex budgets 
Understanding service-level agreements  
Human Resources None 
Information Technology None 
Occupancy None 
Residence Education Services None 
Student Behavior None 
  
Nine of the 12 ACUHO-I competency domains did contain even one of the final 
competencies of this study. Three of the ACUHO-I competencies matched one or more of the 
panelists’ final competencies. 
The Evaluation and Planning domain provided an appropriate fit for planning and 
strategic planning. The Facilities Management domain assumed a final competency of the same 
name.   
The Fiscal Resources and Control domain identified four of the final competencies. 
Financial planning and management and managing and developing complex budgets are strongly 
aligned.  The researcher placed effective use of campus resources and partnerships into this 
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domain because of the word “resources.” Understanding service-level agreements may connote a 
relationship to a number of the ACUHO-I domains (Ancillary Partnerships, Conferences, Dining 
Services, Facilities Management or Information Technology), but all service-level agreements 
refer to a customer receiving a certain level of service in exchange for a defined payment (Hui & 
Tsang, 2004; Liu, Squillante, & Wolf, 2001). 
Research Question Four  
Research Question 4 asked, “How will these forecasted competencies align with 
Blimling’s Communities of Practice?” To answer this question the researcher used the 
definitions stated by Blimling (2001) for each of the four quadrants he identified.  The study also 
added a qualitative method in framing the results.  Five members of the expert panel volunteered 
to take part in an Interview Group that was conducted through a Skype session or telephone 
interview.  These volunteers were sent the final list of competencies in advance of the interview 
so that they could consider whether Blimling’s communities of practice (2001) was an applicable 
theoretical framework for the 20 competencies required for future CHOs. They were also given 
the opportunity to offer their observations on the findings and whether they considered 
themselves early adopters as outlined in Rogers’ theory on innovation (2003).   
 The findings on Research Question 4 are limited in scope based upon Blimling’s 
definitions and the results of the Interview Group sessions.  For example, when using Blimling’s 
definitions, strategic planning could have been justifiably placed in in the student learning, 
student development, student services, or student affairs quadrant.  Additionally, the Interview 
Group volunteers did not offer any observations regarding placement of the required 
competencies into one of Blimling’s communities of practice. This lack of input from the 
Interview Group further made data-driven alignment of the competencies difficult. 
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The Delphi technique is a forecasting methodology and not primarily a methodology to 
test theory (Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004).  Porter (2005) used the Delphi technique to identify 
contemporary CHO competencies and then aligned the competencies into a theoretical 
framework on competency development.   
This study did not produce evidence that the competencies required for future CHOs  
aligned with Blimling’s communities of practice (2001).  According to Okoli and Pawlowski, 
“…a carefully designed [Delphi] study can not only be valuable for developing theory, it can 
produce relevant theoretical research. Delphi studies, then, can contribute directly and 
immediately to both theory and practice” (p. 27).  This study did succeed in producing a list of 
competencies required by CHOs in 10 years that can be examined by practitioners for their own 
personal consideration as they consider their personal development, but it did not succeed in 
testing Research Question 4.     
Interview group results. 
Four of the five volunteers are still active in the HRL profession and one retired in the 
past year. Three of the volunteers are female and two are male.  Two of the volunteers have 
Ph.D.s and three have degrees at the master’s level.  Regarding their institutions placement in the 
Carnegie basic categories, four of the volunteers work at institutions that are classified as 
Research Universities and one of the volunteer’s experience was at a Doctoral/Research 
University.  Four of the five volunteers’ relevant experience is or was at large, four-year 
universities considered to be primarily residential.  One of the volunteer’s experience is at large, 
four-year institution that is primarily non-residential. 
Interviewee 1 was familiar with ACUHO-I competencies but stated that he does “not 
have them memorized completely” (Interviewee 1, personal communication, December 14, 
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2015). He found no disagreement with this study’s competencies identified as the required for 
CHOs in 20 years.  He believed they were all important. 
 He did not have any contributions as to whether or where to place these required 
competencies within Blimling’s communities of practice. Generally, he drew upon his 
experience, which included private and public institutions, and his previous and current reporting 
relationships and how that would influence where competencies are placed and how they are 
valued. A word that continually came up was context.  For example, he also believed that context 
was an important factor in relation to what other organizations a CHO belonged to at any given 
time, such as NACUBO, NACAS, ACPA, or NASPA, though he believes ACUHO-I pulls them 
altogether under an “umbrella” for the HRL profession. 
 Interviewee 1 did not believe he was highly familiar with Rogers’ theory on innovation.  
From what he did know, he was not sure whether he was an innovator or early adopter. 
 Interviewee 2 similarly did not disagree with any of the competencies identified as 
required in 10 years. She did state that the one competency that did not make the final list that 
was important to her was common sense, because “you can’t do the job without it” (Interviewee 
2, personal communication, December 15, 2015). 
 She had no comment on placing any of the competencies in Blimling’s communities of 
practice and admitted that she “didn’t do (her) homework on that part.” She was not familiar 
with Rogers’ theory but said it made sense when the theory was briefly explained. She also 
believed that a CHO should understand all of the competencies, but that many times you hire 
staff to take care of several of these competencies. While not mentioning the word “context,” she 
did state that differences may exist depending upon the size of the institution, whether it was 
public or private, or other factors. 
  80 
 Interviewee 3 was familiar with the ACUHO-I competencies. He did have disagreements 
with the top competencies identified by the study. He believed “research is very important and 
critical, especially at research institutions” (Interviewee 3, personal communication, December 
16, 2015).  Competency in research produces respect for CHOs respect among academic 
colleagues is one of his beliefs. His focus on research as a required competency is supported by  
Hirt (2006), who made this observation about student affairs professionals at research 
institutions, “Interestingly, they [student affairs professionals] tend to talk about faculty and 
academic administrators interchangeably” (p. 103), and Hirt’s findings that suggest non-
academic professionals must put effort into establishing and keeping these relationships. He also 
believed that “student connections” are important and that he takes time to meet with students, 
including all of the Resident Assistants (RAs) in his system. 
 He noted some of the close differentiations with some of the study’s final competencies, 
but understood why the researcher used an inclusive approach. Interviewee 3 did not focus on 
Blimling’s communities of practice, and he was familiar with Rogers’ theory on innovation. His 
basic belief was that successful CHOs were early adopters to some degree or another and he 
himself was an early adopter. 
 He also brought up a contextual analysis focused on time and place, and what the 
institutional focus is at any given time, such as size or whether building or renovation is going 
on. Specifically, he mentioned that schools such as Ithaca and the University of Missouri must be 
focusing on diversity at the current time, because both institutions have seen protests and 
demonstrations related to race (Thomason, 2015).  
 Interviewee 4 was familiar with the ACUHO-I competencies and did not have any 
disagreements with the final competencies that the study identified as being required in 10 years, 
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stating, “…they are big picture” (Interviewee 4, personal communication, December 18, 2015). 
She did believe that occupancy management and crisis management should be included in the list 
of final competencies. This belief is grounded in the fact that she was responsible for these 
functions in her previous roles and she has kept it in her role as a CHO because of their 
perceived importance.   
Her current institution has 23 learning communities, which affects her view of where 
occupancy management fits into the rankings. This function requires much of her focus due to 
the political and collaborative nature of her institution’s initiatives regarding campus housing 
learning environments.  Crisis management should be rated higher according to Interviewee 4 
because if a CHO does not possess this competency it can result in damage to professional and 
institutional credibility when a crisis is mismanaged.  Her observations on crisis management 
appear related to the comments from Interviewee 3 regarding the importance of what is 
happening in a certain time and place and what competencies would be needed by a CHO.  
 She did not place the competencies in Blimling’s communities of practice but stated that 
she had an “aha moment” on where they could fit, but did not elaborate. She was familiar with 
Rogers’ theory but had no opinion on whether successful CHOs are early adopters. 
 Interviewee 4 also mentioned that she was the one who put Porter’s (2005) CHO 
competencies as one item in the first round, and now wishes she had gone through that list and 
put “some of them individually” on the first round request for competencies. 
 Interviewee 5 was familiar with the ACUHO-I competencies. Her current institution will 
host the NHTI in the future, and the institute is built around Porter’s research (2005) and the 
organization’s competencies (Interview 5, personal communication, December 22, 2015). 
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Additionally, she has plans for doctoral work and is considering updating Porter’s CHO 
competencies. 
 She was surprised that many of the competencies were “duplicative,” such as relationship 
building and collaboration. She also stated that crisis management should be ranked higher 
because it could be “problematic for a CHO that does not understand this competency” (Panelist 
5, personal communication, December 22, 2015).   
 Panelist 5 did not directly place any of the identified competencies in Blimling’s 
communities of practice; instead, she thought about what the CHO must know and what 
subordinate staff must know, and the higher a professional advanced, the more emphasis was 
placed on administrative functions.   
 She was familiar with Rogers’ theory on innovation and stated that she took a class with 
him. She did not believe she was always an early adopter because at times she was very 
analytical. She also volunteered that she will be doing her dissertation this year and found the 
subject-matter interesting.   
Summary  
Chapter 4 Data presented the data collection and design, demographics of the panelists, 
and the data collected for each research question.  
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Chapter 5: Introduction, Discussion of Results, Implications for the Theoretical Concepts, 
Educational Researcher’s Implications, Future Research Recommendations, and Summary 
Introduction 
The final chapter consists of an introduction, discussion of the results, implications for 
the theoretical concepts, key themes identified by the researcher, the educational researcher’s 
implications, future research recommendations, limitations of the study, and a summary. 
The purpose of this study was to identify future competencies that will be required for 
CHOs in HRL organizations. Specifically, the intent was to forecast the required competencies to 
be a successful CHO in 10 years, using the Delphi technique with an expert panel of CHOs who 
are serving or had served on the ACUHO-I executive board.  The following research questions 
were addressed: 
1. What competencies will be required by CHOs in 10 years? 
2. What will be the most important competencies to acquire? 
3. How different will these highly rated competencies be compared to the ACUHO-I 
competencies? 
4. How will these forecasted competencies align with Blimling’s communities of practice? 
The participating CHOs were selected from ACUHO-I executive board members from 
the past 20 years who are or were CHOs and whose institutions house or housed 750 or more 
residents in university-controlled campus accommodations. This sample of CHOs was selected 
because of the complexity of their work, the number of years in the HRL profession, and their 
experience in this leadership role on their campuses and in ACUHO-I.   
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To maximize participation in the study the endorsement of the ACUHO-I Research 
Committee was sought.  The Research Committee reviewed a proposal submitted by the 
researcher and the endorsement was granted. 
The roster of former and current executive board members is listed on the ACUHO-I 
website (Association of College and University Housing Officers-International, 2014). The 
researcher reviewed each prospective panelist to guarantee that he or she had been a CHO at one 
point in his or her professional experience. Thirty-six CHOs were identified as eligible to 
participate. The researcher used Microsoft Excel to randomly sort the list and used the first 30 
names to constitute the expert panel. Invitations to participate were sent to the 30 selected CHOs. 
Twenty-seven responded that they would participate in the study, two responded that they would 
not participate in the study, and one did not respond. 
The three rounds of the study were administered through Qualtrics, an internet-based 
research tool.  The expert panel was guaranteed anonymity of their submissions and only their 
participation in each round was known to the researcher.  Confirmation of participation was 
needed to determine whether to send succeeding rounds of the surveys to the expert panel.   
Demographic information was collected from the study’s participants and included 
gender, race/ethnicity, years of experience as a CHO, size of current institution or when service 
as the CHO was rendered, number of beds at current institution or when service as the CHO was 
rendered, and the highest degree attained (MA/MS/Specialist, MBA, JD, PhD/EdD). 
The three-round Delphi technique study comprised an initial round to generate the list of 
required competencies as determined by the expert panel. The expert panel identified 113 
competencies that would be required for CHOs in 10 years. The second round survey asked these 
expert panelists to consider and rate the first round’s submissions on a Likert-type scale. The 
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researcher then computed the mean of each competency. The third round survey asked the expert 
panel members to reconsider the second round ratings.  They were provided the list derived from 
the second round rank ordered by competency.  The five-point Likert-type scale used for the 
second and third rounds was as follows: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly disagree; 3 = neutral; 
4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly agree.  The results from the first, second, and third rounds of the 
study addressed Research Question 1.  Twenty-six expert panelists completed the first round 
survey, 24 expert panelists completed the second round survey, and 21 expert panelists 
completed the third round survey. 
 The list of 113 competencies in ranked mean order was analyzed using two measures of 
consensus: the CLA and the APMO.   The CLA for each competency was computed by adding 
the strongly agree rating and the slightly agree rating, then dividing that number by the total 
number of responses, or opinions, for the competency.  The APMO for each competency was 
computed by adding the number of strongly agree, slightly agree, slightly disagree, and strongly 
disagree ratings, then dividing that number by the total number of responses, or opinions, for that 
competency. 
The CLA was the primary measure of consensus and the APMO was the subordinate 
measure of consensus. The researcher used a 95% level of consensus for each measure, meaning 
a competency needed to reach a 95% level of consensus on both measures to make the final list 
of required competencies. The data analysis resulted in 20 competencies that will be required for 
CHOs in 10 years.  This analysis answered Research Question 2, which asked, “What will be the 
most important competencies to acquire?”   
Using the CLA and APMO reduced the number of required competencies identified by 
the expert panel.  A total of 60 competencies were ranked as top 20 due to many competency 
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means being the same.  The measures of consensus applied to the third round list resulted in 40 
competencies being eliminated for future competencies required in 10 years by CHOs.  
A list of the top 10 competencies was provided in Chapter 4.  This list included only 
those competencies that received a 100% CLA and APMO.  The research methodology stated 
the study would use the 95% CLA as the primary measure of consensus with a 95% APMO as 
the subordinate measure, so the top 10 list was provided for comparison only. 
 Research Question 3 asked how these required competencies would compare to the 
current ACUHO-I competencies (Cawthon and Schreiber, 2012).  Six of the study’s forecasted 
competencies aligned with the ACUHO-I competencies.  Four of the study’s competencies 
aligned with one of the ACUHO-I competency domains, two of the study’s competencies aligned 
with a second ACUHO-I competency domain, and one of the study’s competencies aligned with 
a third ACUHO-I competency domain.  Fourteen of the study’s competencies did not align with 
the ACUHO-I competency domains. This comparison is demonstrated in Table 18 in Chapter 4. 
 Research Question 4 asked how these competencies required by future CHOs would align 
with Blimling’s communities of practice (2001).  Analysis of the data produced in the three 
rounds of surveys and the Interview Group comments were used to address this question.  The 
results were inconclusive and are outlined more fully later in this chapter. 
 The validity and reliability of the study met research standards associated with the Delphi 
technique.  Through careful use of the iterative process Delphi studies produce inherently valid 
and reliable results (Hasson et al., 2000; Skulmoski et al., 2007; Welty, 1972).  Additionally, 
concerns about the lack of reproducibility in many studies (Ioannidis, 2005; Open Science 
Collaboration, 2015) were minimized because the participants who formed the expert panel were 
restricted by two parameters:  experience as a CHO and service on the ACUHO-I executive 
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board.  The prospective sample of participants was very limited given these parameters resulting 
in a high degree of reproducibility if all of the research design was replicated. 
Discussion of the Results 
 Based upon the findings in this study, it is hard to forecast an exhaustive list of all 
competencies that will be required by CHOs in 10 years. The 20 required competencies that 
resulted from the study present a research-based list. The 10 competencies that reached 100% 
consensus on both measures suggest that these are the higher-order competencies that will be 
required in 10 years.   
Key Themes 
 Through examination of the data and referring to the relevant literature the researcher 
found some prevailing themes.  There were five key themes identified in the study: financial 
planning and management is the primary competency, the importance of human relations skills, 
the lack of required competencies related to integration with academic affairs or the academic 
mission, context, and the uniqueness of the CHO role.   
Financial planning and management refers to the skills needed to balance revenues and 
expenditures so that the HRL operation meets all fiscal obligations while maintaining adequate 
reserves for the future.  The data suggest that human relationship competencies will be very 
important to the future CHO based upon the list of top 20 competencies and the number of 
competencies related to building and maintaining professional relationships.  The HRL operation 
exists on a campus and differs from off-campus accommodations by the very fact it is under the 
supervision of institutional leaders.  Surprisingly no required competencies specifically took into 
account the importance of this relationship between HRL and academics.  Context refers to the 
type of experience of each member of the expert panel and the effect it had on his or her answers.  
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The unique competencies required by the future CHO is based upon comparisons to other 
competency models used in the general discipline of student affairs leadership.  Furthermore, 
future CHOs competency needs will be more focused than general HRL competencies.  
 Financial planning and management is the primary competency. 
 Given the amount of money required to maintain a successful campus housing operation, 
it is not surprising that the most important competency identified in the study was financial 
planning and management. Adequate financial resources and the expertise to manage these 
resources are necessary for all other HRL functions to operate now and in the future.  According 
to McCuskey (2013): 
Housing administrators of the future will be called upon to an even greater degree to 
optimize their financial performance and student success performance.  They will need to 
be as comfortable discussing their budgetary aspirations with the chief financial officer as 
they are discussing student academic success with the faculty.  To be effective, their goal 
should be to be known as a financial person in the financial circles on campus and as an 
academic among academics.  (p. 119) 
Three other competencies from the top 20 list also contained financial implications:  
understanding service-level agreements, effective use of campus resources and partnerships, and 
managing and developing complex budgets.   
 The importance of human relations. 
The top 20 competencies required for CHOs in 10 years included three that place an 
emphasis on ones’ skills in interacting with other people.  Additionally, two other identified 
competencies support the ability to successfully interact with others. 
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Establishing partnerships was the highest-ranked competency related to human relations.  
A successful CHO must be able to create and maintain alliances to further the organization’s 
mission.  This includes understanding processes, how to organize staff, and constructing a shared 
vision (Lombardo & Eichinger, 2009).  
Building relationships was the next highest-ranked competency within a human relations 
framework.  Lombardo and Eichinger (2009) found that successful leaders were able to build 
relationships throughout an organization, as well as outside of the organization, and relate to 
people at all levels. 
Ability to collaborate was the third human relations competency identified in the top 20 
list.  Lombardo and Eichinger (2009) viewed successful leaders as those able to maintain 
positive relationships by successfully using direct and diplomatic communication, and 
developing trust within the group. 
Two competencies in the top 20 list support these human relationship skills.  It is 
reasonable to assume that clear communication and listening are both needed to succeed in these 
human interactions.    
The general concept of human relations has been consistently valued in the HRL 
profession over the last 25 years.  Dunkel and Schreiber (1992) identified interpersonal skills and 
communication skills and working cooperatively and effectively with a wide range of individuals 
as two of the most important competencies in their seminal HRL study for all levels of practice.   
Porter (2005) identified three human relations competencies highly in her study focused 
on the contemporary CHO.  Interpersonal communication was ranked first, cooperation and 
collaboration was ranked fifth and networking was ranked fourteenth.   
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Furthermore, Bensimon, Neumann and Birnbaum (1989) viewed educational leaders as 
mediators and negotiators.  CHOs are institutional leaders.  “Because of the diverse and complex 
roles they play on campus and in the lives of students, housing professionals are well positioned 
to exert leadership on campus” (Grandner & Glowacki, 2013, p. 344). To maximize desired 
results and meet strategic objective, CHOs as higher education leaders must, “…concentrate on 
establishing jointly supported objectives, and on fostering respect among all interest groups” 
(Bensimon, Neumann & Birnbaum, 1989, p. 58) as part of the human relations functions inherent 
in their positions. 
Lack of integration with academic affairs and the academic mission. 
Competencies specifically related to academic integration did not make the list of top 20 
required competencies.  One of this study’s assumptions was that HRL operations needed to be 
educationally purposeful as outlined in the first chapter.  The literature supports that living in a 
residence hall has a positive impact on a student’s success (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 
2005).  Furthermore, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) stated, “Studies since 1990 exploring the 
causal mechanisms underlying the effects of residence halls are also consistent with earlier 
findings that point to the capacity of residence halls to facilitate students’ social (and perhaps 
academic) involvement with other students, faculty members, and with their institution” (p. 421). 
 The opportunities for involvement with both social and academic functions is an 
important concept and students who are more involved have a record of success (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005).  Levine (1994) found that the literature supported the positive effect of the 
education that students receive in a properly run residence hall.  This includes curricular 
objectives. He stated, “they develop stronger academic skills in areas such as writing, public 
speaking, the arts and leadership” (p. 93).  It would be reasonable to assume that the CHO, as the 
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leader of the HRL, would have to possess competencies that produce positive working 
relationships and results. 
Surprisingly, and contrary to what the student affairs literature outlines about the 
educational importance of residence halls, this study’s findings did not list any competencies 
specifically related to integrating academic functions within the HRL operation as required in 10 
years.  The human relations competencies in the immediately preceding section may suggest the 
importance of building and maintaining relationships with faculty and academic administrators 
to provide educationally purposeful programs to students.  However, the expert panel did not 
identify any competencies in the top 20 that were specifically related to academics. 
Developing and implementing academic partnerships produced a CLA and APMO of 
71%.  Knowledge of living learning best practices had a CLA of 65% and an APMO of 75%.  
Developing and implementing academic initiatives had a CLA of 62% and APMO of 76%.  
Research skills was one of the lowest ranked competencies with a CLA of 24% and APMO of 
48%. 
Two of the expert panelists mentioned the lower values assigned to competencies related 
to academic integration.  From the Interview Group results, Interviewee 3 disagreed with the low 
ranking of the research competency.  His disagreement was rooted in the need for the CHO to 
understand and speak the language of the academic area of an institution.  Interviewee 4 believed 
occupancy management should have received a higher ranking in part due to the importance of 
managing learning communities with her current institution’s academic units. 
This study was not focused on privatized housing operations or off-campus 
accommodations.  However, it is reasonable to expect that without an educational connection 
university housing loses one of its philosophical underpinnings and basis for existence.  This is 
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not to say that on-line learning will become the dominant form of delivery for a college 
education, but the “bricks and clicks” model may drive changes in the need for institutionally 
controlled housing. 
 Context. 
The literature and results from the study suggest the importance of context.  In Chapter 4 
of the study the results outlined that a majority of the Interview Group volunteers referred to or 
implied that such factors as institutional size, number of beds, the composition of the CHO’s 
staff and their levels of expertise, and time and place, as influencing what competencies will be 
required for a future CHO.   
The HRL literature supports the importance of these contextual factors, especially as it 
relates to organizational structure (Cawthon & Schreiber, 2012; Fotis, 2013; McCuskey, 2003; 
Upcraft, 1993).  A specific example was outlined by Porter (2005), who found that the more 
seasoned CHOs in her contemporary study placed a higher value in the competencies found in 
Sandwith’s (1993) technical domain when compared to less seasoned CHOs.   Only three of her 
top 20 CHO competencies, which was based on CHOs with varying lengths of experience, 
aligned with the technical domain demonstrating the variance between the CHOs with more 
experience compared to their colleagues. 
Because the study utilized the Delphi technique it was expected that context would be 
inherent in addressing the questions on required competencies.  Delphi studies are based upon 
the informed opinion of experts, including the experts’ experience with the subject-matter and 
how they rely on this experience and their own judgments to forecast solutions (Martino, 1972; 
Rowe, 1999).  The experts’ opinions are rooted in their own professional situations (Rowe, 
1999), and the anonymity of the Delphi technique “…helps prevent groupthink” (Yousuf, 2007, 
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p. 4), which guarantees the singular nature of their forecasts.  Additionally, as Sheridan (2002) 
stated in reference to Delphi studies, “…things are not evaluated in a vacuum but are clearly 
evaluated in the context of circumstance” (p. 528).   
It is worth noting that none of the top 20 competencies identified in the study addressed 
human resource or staffing functions.  This was a surprising finding given the importance 
attributed to context related to institutional size, organization structure, and how some of the key 
HRL functions may be delegated to a CHO’s subordinate.  However, this finding may suggest 
that CHOs leave this function to others. 
The data that were analyzed to address Research Question 2 regarding the most important 
competencies that will be required by CHOs in 10 years were re-examined in relation to this 
finding.  The CLA was the primary method to determine the expert panel’s measure of consensus 
so was used for further analysis.  Using this measurement none of the human resource or staffing 
competencies identified and ranked by the expert panel reached a 95% level of agreement.  Staff 
recruitment was the most highly ranked at an 85% level of agreement.  Staff supervision and 
staff retention reached the 76% level of agreement.  Staff evaluation reached a 70% level of 
agreement.  Staff training reached a 57% level of agreement.  The more general competency of 
human resources reached a 71% of agreement. 
Uniqueness of Chief Housing Officer competencies. 
The student affairs literature on competency development supports the distinctive nature 
of HRL activities when it is considered as an area in student affairs (Hoffman & Bresciani, 2010, 
2012).   ACPA and NASPA are the preeminent professional associations for the student affairs 
profession and have worked closely on competency identification and development in recent 
years.   
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The ACPA and NASPA competency list was developed for today’s student affairs 
practitioner and the study forecasted required future CHO competencies.  While there can be no 
way to project what ACPA and NASPA will identify 10 years from now the comparison of the 
organizations’ lists from 2010 and 2015 (College Student Educators International & Student 
Affairs Professionals in Higher Education, 2010, 2015) produced by the organizations did not 
result in major changes as outlined in Chapter 2. 
Table 19 compares the 10 unranked competencies identified in 2015 by ACPA and 
NASPA needed by contemporary student affairs practitioners with the top 10 competencies 
required by CHOs in 10 years identified in the study.  The researcher presented only the study’s 
top 10 competencies to match the number from ACPA and NASPA.  This comparison yields one 
shared competency: leadership.   
Table 19 
Comparison of the 2015 ACPA/NASPA Joint Unranked Competencies and the Top 10 
Competencies Identified by the Expert Panel  
Personal and Ethical Foundations Financial planning and management 
Values, Philosophy, and History Establishing partnerships 
Assessment, Evaluation, and Research Managing change 
Law, Policy, and Governance Building relationships 
Organizational and Human Resources Managing multiple priorities 
Leadership Political savvy 
Social Justice and Inclusion Strategic planning 
Student Learning and Development Complex problem solving 
Technology Leadership 
Advising and Supporting Clear communication 
 
Furthermore, as outlined earlier in Chapter 5 and demonstrated by Table 18 in Chapter 4, 
only six of the top 20 competencies required by the CHO in 10 years aligned with the 12 
competency domains adopted by ACUHO-I for the contemporary HRL professionals at all levels 
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in an organizational hierarchy.  This leaves 14 of the study’s competencies outside of the 
ACUHO-I competency domains. 
The study’s scope did not include comparing the competencies in the various sub-
domains that comprise the ACUHO-I competencies.  The researcher identified 183 of these sub-
competencies, but did not compare them to the study’s required CHO competencies for the 
future. 
Implications for the Theoretical Concepts 
 Studies using the Delphi technique do not require a theoretical framework and because 
this methodology was developed as a forecasting tool, many times no theory is tested (Okoli & 
Pawlowki, 2004; Helmer, 1999).  Delphi studies are used for “theory building” (Okoli & 
Pawlowski, 2004, p. 26)”, however this study was not concerned with generating a theory. 
 While the Delphi technique does not require a theory, the researcher explored two 
theoretical concepts in the study:  Blimling’s communities of practice (2001) and Rogers’ 
innovation theory (2003).  The first theoretical concept of the study formed the basis for 
Research Question 4, “How will these forecasted [required] competencies align with Blimling’s 
Communities of Practice?” The researcher posited in Chapter 1 that the majority of the 
competencies that would be identified in the study would align with the student services or 
student administration quadrants. In Chapter 4 the researcher stated that the evidence was 
inconclusive regarding the question.  
In examining the final list of 20 required competencies for the future CHO the researcher 
identified 10 competencies that could be aligned with Blimling’s model (2001). Five 
competencies aligned with the student administration quadrant and two aligned with the student 
services quadrant.  These two quadrants comprised Blimling’s management based philosophy.  
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Three competencies aligned with the student learning quadrant and no competencies aligned with 
the student development quadrant.  These two quadrants comprise Blimling’s education based 
philosophy.  
However, these alignments are only possible when using the researcher’s discussion of 
the Blimling comparison.  Depending upon how an HRL professional defines the required 
competencies, he or she may justifiably align the final top 20 competencies from the study in 
different quadrants.  The comparison is presented in Table 20. 
 
Table 20 
 
The Top 20 Competencies that Align with Blimling’s Four Quadrants 
 
  
Educational Based Philosophy 
 
  
Management Based Philosophy 
 
 
 Student Learning  Student Services  
  
Practitioners as educators 
 
  
Practitioners as managers 
 
 Ability to collaborate   Building relationships  
 Effective uses of campus 
resources and partnerships 
 Planning  
 Establishing partnerships 
 
   
 Student Development  Student Administration  
  
Practitioners as experts on 
student development 
  
Practitioners as administrators 
 
   Facilities management  
   Financial planning and management  
   Managing change  
   Managing and developing complex 
budgets 
 
   Strategic planning  
 
Note.  Blimling’s quadrant definitions are shown in boldface. 
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The second theoretical concept for the study was that CHOs were early adopters as 
identified by Rogers (2003).  Of the 21 expert panelists who completed all three rounds of the 
survey, 10 CHOs were not familiar with his theory.  Of the remaining 11 expert panelists, five 
considered themselves early adopters and six did not.  While this demographic data were not 
central to the results, it is clear that the assumption of early adoption of emerging technologies 
and practices by the CHOs who participated in the study was inconclusive.  Only 52% of the 
expert panelists were familiar with the Rogers’ theory on innovation, and of those who were 
familiar with the theory, over half did not identify as early adopters.  
Educational Researcher’s Implications 
 Looking through the lens of a researcher the study has identified the following 
conclusions regarding future competencies for CHOs:  
 The study identified a breadth of competencies for consideration.  The top 20 identified 
competencies are important for aspiring CHOs and how they are trained and what 
professional development opportunities they may seek. 
 Aspiring CHOs or those exploring professional advancement may want to consider 
gaining experience in financial planning management and enhancing human relations 
skills. 
 The final list of required competencies should be examined by the various ACUHO-I 
committees and work groups that focus on competencies and professional development to 
determine the applicability for further analysis and discussion. 
 Competencies that are essential for future mid-level managers in HRL were not in the 
scope of this study, but the competencies identified may provide guidance for an HRL 
professional aspiring to the CHO role.  
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 Technological advancements may have an effect on the need for college and university 
housing in the future.  The possibility of delivering a postsecondary education without 
living on or near an institution is an open question to explore. 
Future Research Recommendations 
 In a rapidly changing world, the researcher believes that his study provides some valuable 
insights, however more research is needed. The most pressing recommendations for research on 
the CHO competencies needed in the future involve the following: 
 This study purposely had an open-ended first round to generate a wide range of 
responses.  Future researchers may wish to conduct a Delphi study with CHOs, beginning 
the first round with a list of already identified competencies for the expert panel to assess 
through the succeeding rounds.  Suggestions include Porter’s (2005) CHO competencies, 
the ACUHO-I competency sub-domain competencies (Cawthon & Schreiber, 2012), or 
the top 20 competencies identified in this study. 
 Consideration should be given to exploring competencies from other disciplines, such as 
human resource management, and comparing these with required CHO competencies in 
the future. 
 Conducting a Delphi study with seasoned CHOs versus those with less experience. 
 Conducting a Delphi study with CHOs whose experience is at larger institutions with a 
higher bed count.  These CHOs would have a larger number of subordinate staff who 
bring expertise to the organization which allows the CHO to focus on higher-order tasks 
and responsibilities. 
 Context plays an important role in what competencies will be required by the future 
CHOs, especially as demonstrated by the data gathered in the Interview Group sessions.  
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This study’s expert panel was limited to CHOs who served on the ACUHO-I executive 
board.  Using the same parameters, a future study would be limited by the number of 
expert panel members.  If an expert panel was constituted from the ranks of CHOs but 
not limited to those who served on the ACUHO-I executive board a higher sample size 
could be generated.   
Limitations 
This study included CHOs only from the United States who also served at one point on 
the ACUHO-I executive board over the last 20 years. Even with the internationalization of 
higher education, the findings may be of limited use for CHOs from other countries.  
 This study was not concerned with many of the factors that could be described as 
contextual in nature, and this includes demographics. As a forecasting study with 21 expert 
panelists completing all three of the Delphi rounds, providing a demographic analysis would not 
provide conclusive data on the role of demographics with respect to competencies required by 
future CHOs. However, these differences most surely exist. Porter (2005)  found differences 
regarding competencies based upon such things as gender, the institutional affiliation as 
measured by public/private dichotomy, and organizational structure.  
The concept of context (Upcraft, 1993) is an important factor in CHO competencies, 
especially with institutional affiliation, size, and time and place.  Furthermore, the data gathered 
from the Interview Group and presented in Chapter 4 identified this as an important concept for 
CHOs.  Interviewees 1, 2, 3, and 4 all used the word context or alluded to it during the interview 
process.  Context as it relates to identifying required competencies was not fully explored in this 
study. 
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One unspoken assumption of this study was the continued viability of university housing 
in a changing world.  The impact of technology on learning and how it could affect HRL was not 
examined as part of the research. 
Summary 
 This study established 20 competencies that will be required by CHOs in the United 
States as determined by an expert panel. It drew upon the relevant research and used sound 
research practice applying the Delphi technique. The results have implications for preparation of 
future CHOs.  The study’s findings should also be used by professional associations concerned 
with competency education to continue the discussion of what will be important in the future. 
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Appendix D: Research Question 1 for the Expert Panel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Expert Panel – Round One 
Based upon your professional expertise and experience as a CHO, and drawing from your 
vast background, such as job experience, education, professional involvement, please 
identify what competencies will be required by CHOs in 10 years?  There are no limits or 
constraints in answering this question.  For the purpose of this study competencies are 
defined as the essential skills needed for a staff member to perform his or her work and 
are stated in clear language (Gebbie and Merrill, 2002). 
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Appendix E: Research Question 2 Round 2 for the Expert Panel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Expert Panel – Round Two  
The first round competencies were compiled. Please review the list of first round competencies. 
And then based upon your expertise rate each competency on whether it will be required for 
CHOs in 10 years, using this Likert-type scale:  1 = strongly disagree; 2 = slightly disagree; 3 = 
neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly agree.   
 
  124 
Appendix F: Research Question 2 Round 3 for the Expert Panel 
 
 
 
 
Expert Panel – Round Three 
Following is the list of competencies in rank order by the mean of the first round for each 
competency.  It is read-only.  After this list you will be asked to rate the competencies again 
using the five-point Likert-style scale that was used in the second round: 1 = strongly disagree;  
2 = slightly disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = slightly agree; 5 = strongly agree.   
 
If you have any comments or observations on the ranked competencies from the second round, 
including your disagreements or clarifications, please add them to the text box below. 
 
